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PREFACE

The purpose of this paper 1is to describe and analyze
currently prevailing patterns of rewards and punishinents
provided for educational personnel in elementary and secondary
school systems, and the efforts that are being made to change
these patterns, so as to incite these personnel to'enlarge
their professional excellence and increase the amount and quality

of learning that they impart to their students.
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I WHAT IS AN INCENTIVE?

An incentive 1is anything'which incites a being to
action or effort. Implicit in every true incentive is a
specific action or specific actions which the being is
incited to perform; whether it's stated or not, every
incentive is a stimulus to do x ér y or 2z, or x and y and
z. It's important to state this at the very beginning
because educators, when they talk about incentives, often
fail to mention the specific actions which the incentives
are supposed to incite. This is a serious omission since
incentives have no real meaning apart from the specific
actions which they encourage.

Incentives are frequently talked about in psychclogy.
Insofar as psychology is concerned with the ways that indi-
viduals can be coaxed into action by externalities, incentives
(i.e.lrewards and punishments) are centrai psychological con-
cepts.‘ Incentives_are, also central éo economics, insofar as
it is of significance to that discipline to discover the ways
in which men can be stimulated to produce and consume. liconomic
uses of the term "incentive" eventually shadc off inﬁo industrial
uses, which are characterized by their limited, pragmatic charac-
ter. In industry, the»éﬁi&wkinds of incentives that are recog-
nized when one uses the word "incentives" are those which in-
duce profit-making activity.

One obvious point that can be made about incentives is that

they can be either rewards or punishments. The chance to get a



Chrisitmas bonus is onc kind of incentive for an cmployee to do
his job well; the chance of gctting a pink slip in his pay
cnvelope is anothCr kind altogether; but still is an incen-
tive. A reward is somecthing of value given to a being for
worthy behavior. It doesn't have to be, of course, but more
often than not in our materialist society, a reward consists

cf money, or at least, something which has money value. A
punishment is a penalty imposed on a Being for doing something
wrong., When a being has a reasonable expectation of a "reward"
and does not receive it - as when a teacher hears a department
head praise everyone in the department but herself - the failure
to receive a reward may rcasonably be construed as a punishment,
althiough it might not necessarily be one, if the failure was

noc intendcd as a penalty for wrongdoing. Another obvious

point about ihcentivcs is that when one considers éiving in-
‘centives to incite someone to a certain action, one can always
choosé between relatively direct and indirect means. Thus, if

T want you to go swim in the lake, I'can say tc you, "I'll give
you a quarter if you go swim in the lake;" or on the other hand,
I can say "I heard that George took a swim in the lake, and now
he feels years younyer."

This’paper is about the various kindrs of systematic incentives
wh 1ch cducators are currently considering for the purpose of
inciting schocl personnel to enlarge their professional excellence
and increase the amount and quality of learning that they impart
Q to their students. 1In order tc give a fair picture of these

ERIC

emmmm incentive systems, it will be necessary to review as well the



kinds of rewards and punishments that school porspnnel currently
receive, and to decide for what actions, if any, these rewards
and punishments serve as incentives.

In connection with the two aforementioned "obvious points,"
it secems worthwhile to note that a large part of the forthcoming
discussion will focus on rewards, rather than punishments. Even
when teachersy through their unionsy have been candid to point out
that an incenﬁive'system threatens certain among them with punish-
ments, authors of incentive systems have confined their discussions
almost entirely to the offering of rewards. Moreover, cven when
the goals set for a proposed incentive system are admirably, even
incautiously, broad, the specific obhjectives for wiiich the incen=
tives arc designed are characteristically narrow, and the incen-
tives themselves are almost always of the most direct and obvious
nature. In these new systems, little timec is wasted with any but
supposedly "surefire" incentives, like money. Many interesting
inferences could be drawn from these facts, but for now it should
suffice to note the distinct industrial bias which focusing on
rewards andhpn directness gives to these new systems. The bias
is not accidéntal. It is undoubtedly from the experience of
American industry that educators have borrowed their new incentive

schemes.

O
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II. INCENTIVES IN INDUSTRY

Industry gencrally has a single, uncompromising aim: the .
maximization of its profits. This single aim makes the setting‘
of very specific and tangible objectives quite easy,Aand the
setting of very dircct incentives for the achievement of these
cbjectives as well. Industry tends to follow this easy, c;ear
path. The corvoration is rare that will make progressive moral
decisions, decision's which aren't thrust upon it by apparently
- unavoidable circumstance, decisions which might induce a climate
of pride, trust,‘and responsibility among its employees. Whether
or not following the easiest, clearest paths tb profitAin these
matters is wise for American industry genecrally, or wise for
specific American industries, are questions not worth belaboring
here. More than enough soothsayers have alrecady decried industry's
"short-sighted lust for profits." It is at least possible that
the lust derives not from short-sightedness, but from true far-
sightedness, which tells industry to make hay whilé it can. Regard-~
less, industrial leaders like to see fast, unambigquous results
from their incentive systcms.

The piccemeal wage and the commission wage are the simpleét
forms of consciously-designed incentive systems used in American
business. 1In hoth, an employee's payment is based entirely on
his production. But even in thosec predominant industries where
tne labor force is comprised chiefly of factory workers at a
fixed hourly wége, the comédny may have at its disposal a formidable

array of incentives with which to goad its workers to maximum



production. SomQ of these have bccomc.available through the
implementation of new and carefully designed incentive plans
(which may offer the basics of money or money value for extra
production), but many have simply always existed, spread througﬁ
the nation's industrial plants in a scrambled, uncoordinated way.
Among the mény incentives commonly available are’promotion to
supervisory positions, transfers to or from preferable work
shifts, work units or lunch hours, allocation of overtime; and
assurance or lack thereof of job security. Consciously-designed
incentives are so pervasive in industry that it would be hard
~to imagine au American industrial plant which lacked them entirely;
all the workers in a plant would have to be paid exactly the same
amcunt, there would be no opportunities for promotion, job security
would be tied up wholly to non-merit factors, and there would be no
optional fringe benefits which weren't available to all workers,
Likewise, it is hard to evaluate the impact of comprehensive
incentive p- .terns on industrial models, although some efforts
have beén méde to analyze the effectiveness of these relatively
recent programs that offer bonuses for objectively observed high
productivity. The considerable body of literature on this éubject
is interesting not so much when it strives fof value judgments as
when it simply outlines problehs that have been encountered in
industry incentive programs, and the ways in Which those problems.
can be minimized. Thus, Bernard Bassl has mentioned the following
problems: |

a) Quality of production may suffer, if pay is hinged

wholly on quantity of vroduction and workers concentrate their



cfforts exclusively on naking the highest rossible wage;

b) In attempting to prevent {a), a compfny may £ind
that its added qualiﬁy contrél and bookkeeping costs exceed the
gains derived f._om increased worker production.

c) Disscnsion among the workers due torthe application
of an incentive pay plan may result in ingreased labor costs in
both the short-term and long-term; |

d) Employee-managemeént relations may suffer - and
long-term labor costs thercby increase - if employees sense
that they are somehow being duped by the plan, e.g..if they see
management sétting rates downward to prevcgt employces from eafning
too much.

e) If production goals are not fully intelligible to
the workers or if they are unable to assess the degrece to which
the goals are attained, workcrs may become like animals stimulated
into neurotic behavior by experimental ménipulation, feeling that
they have been pﬁnished for their inability to discriminate a
correct response; and labor costs may sonr as a result.

Bass points out the following factors to which industrial
management must give careful attention if their incentive plans
are to be successful:

a) the nature of the particular incentive plan;

b) the kind of work involved;

c) the worker/managemcnt relationship;

d) the clarity of feedback results;

e) the quality of worker cfforts;



E} the extent of worker participation in the design,
implementation, and operation of the plan.

Lawler and Hackman2 in a recent field experiment reéched
conclusions which especially back up the last of these points.
They found that if a>plan is to succeed, the workers aftfected
by it must understand it, bm committed to it, and beclieve that it
will be administered fairly; and that these conditions will have
the best chance of prevailing if the workers themselves help
design the plan,

khkkkkkhthkkhkk

Scientific Management

In 1962 Raymond Callahan published Education ~ * the Cult of
Efficiency (Chicago, 1962) which persuasively, if rather redundaﬁf-
ly, argued that the intrbduction of industrial methods into public
school administration during the period 1909-1930 brought tragedy
to American education. A rcaction to the ‘cult of efficiency' set
in after 1930, but substantial traces of the damage caused by it
have remained, in the demeaning and pointless clerical tasks
imposed on classroom tcachers and in the illiberal, unschclarly
education which occasionally stamps the minds of those thought
qualified to be school administrators. Industry of course has
grown older siﬁce-thc tiﬁe oi Andrew Carncgie, Its premises may
have changed little, but it has had to cope with many ncw and
unforseen problems, and some of its solutions would, to say the
least, surprise the clever Scot. During these past forty years,
the schocls have probably changed less than industry. Now they

face a backlog of problems which urgently await solutions. And



once again strong voices are heard in the educational world
calling for the imitation of indﬁstry. It would be foolish to
say that simply because education's last great borrowing from
industry turned out badly, cducation should not borrow again.
The new techniques to be borrowed must be judged on their own
merit, and to do so is onc of this paper's purposes. But it
would be equally foolish not to ask those who propose new borrow-
ings from industry meet a high burden of proof.

Fortunately, the nation's attitude toward industry today
is considerably d*:ferént from what it was during the first
decades of this century. During those years, when America was
first beginning to feel its might as a great industrial powér,
when it was first becoming aware of its extraordinary affluence,
"Industry" was imagined tc have almost god-like powers. "America's
business is business," Calvin Coolidge said, and even while the
public came to know the country's great capitalists as "robber

barons,"

they knew thém as the greatest men in the country. Teday,
there are grave doubts in the country about the role of private
industry i the nation's affairs. Industry's prestige has sunk

to some remarkable lows, and new prcblems such as worker apathy
and strong foreign coﬁpetition are causing increcacing worry within
the ranks of high management itself. Presumably during these next
years, the broad spectrum of persons - tecachers, administrators,

board members, city councilmen, state and federal legislators,

and taxpayers- (just about everyone but the students themselves) -

~who have a greater or lesser say in setting policy for the nation's

public schools, will be somewhat more wary than were their counter-



parts of 1910 and 1920 to bring the methods of the factories

into the schools.
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III.  WHAT ARE THE CURRENT PLITRRNS OF REWARD

- TAND PUNISHFRTT IN TN 8Clioons?
FOR WHAT KINDS O ACTICHS DO 1TIEY PROVIDE INCENTIVES?

No‘discussion of inceﬁtives in the schools can get very far
without coming to the single salary schedule, the "lockstep"
schedule, the schedule that for vears teachers desired and fought
fqr, and that can now be found almost univcréally in Ameriéa's
public schools. In a single salary schedule, éll the teachers in
a school district, regardless of productivity or teaching assign-
ments, are paid a base salary derived from a fixed formula deter-
mined by accumulated experience and accumulated college credits.,
For part—time teaching, éercéntages of the'base salary are paid.
For extra, non-teaching duties, such as coaching-and dramatiqs,
there may be extra sums available. |

There are several reasons for teachers to be pleased with:

the single salary schedule, some of them obvious, others of thém:
a little more complicat%d._ A cynic might expect that in any
large group of peo?le there will be majority who favor level~
ing. This same cyn}c would be quick éo point out a democracy's
instinct fof_eﬁalting mediocritys But the tegcher's satiéfaction
can also be put in'a muéh less cynical light. 1In the first
place, therec is the hi;torical’fact that before the adoption of
single»saléry schedules, teachers cdmmonly weréhobligcd to bargain
personally and secretly for their contracts. Such personal bar-
gaining often induced fears of favoritism and bétrdyal;band un-
-coﬁfértable wﬁrking relapions on the teaching staff.’ Thé\Single

salary schedule does awéy'with these problems. Moreover, in
: _
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recent years, teachers' salaries have gone up considerably, in
comparison to the pay scales in other occupations. Bcnson3 has
noted that

Between 1960 and 1965 the median family income

in the United States rose from $5,991 to $6,882,

an increase of 14.9 per cent. During thesc same

years the average annual salary of tecachers went

up from $5,449 tc $6,787, an increasece of 24.5

per cent,
The rise has been especially marked in the lower range of the
salary scale and in salaries paid to beginning teachers with
the effect that the range of salary increments open to tecachers
(both in absolute terms and relative to other fields) has been
reduced.

Until recently, the shortage of gqualified personnel, during

a period of rapid enrollment expansion, has often becen cited as
a cause .of the rise in teachers' salaries, as has the Jdesire of
certain "lecader" communities to demonstrate their health, prosperity,
and cultural superiority by authorizing big school budgets.A Many
communities-have found it necessary toc stay competitive with these
"leaders" in order to attract and hold gualified personnel, as
teachers in salary bargaining have commonly framed their expecta-
tions in terms of salary levels in "cowparable™ districts. Neither
of these rrasons for the rise in teachers' salarices have much to do
with the single salary schedule per se, but tcachers can hardiy
be blamed for not wanting to rock the boat. There is a third

cause to which the rise in teachers' salaries can be partly

attributed: the rise of teachers' unions and the growth of collective

ERi(? bargaining.
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As the supply of teachers in many localitics has grown
to an abundance, and as many formerxly gonerous suburbanites
have begun to frown and tighten their belts, union militancy
and collective bargaining may be the only forces for signifi-
cantly higher salaries that teachers have in the 1970's. It
is difficult to dispute the proposition that the single-salary
schedule, with its emphasis on treating cverybody alike, on
gliminating dissension within teaching ranks, on group unity,
facilitates the collective bargaining process, and thereby
helps get higher pay for teachers.

What kinds of incentives does the single salary schedule
offer? An answer comes easily if onc confines oneself to a
school district where the salaries are higher than those in
neighkoring districts. For such affluent districts, a teacher
will have an incentive to do whatever is necessary to get and
keep a job, because the teacher knows that he/she cannot go to
.a neighboriqg district and by dint of meritorious service carn
as much as he/she could earn by dint of the merc fact of employ-
ment in the more affluent district. Of course "whatever 1is
necassary to get and kecp a job" will vary greatly from district
to district. It may medn turning out kids who score high on
tests; it may mean looking ¢ood when the deparcment head comes
around; it may mean making friends with Lhe prinéipal; it may
mean all three and.more.

For school districts gencrally, answers arc less certain,

O It would appear that there are only two incentives that the

single salary schedule offers. The first of these is simply
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to stay in teaching. There is at least som

(]

small incentive

[

to stay oﬂ in thethought that two vcars from now vou'll be

making more than you currently are, and five ycars from now

even more than that. ‘Whether there's much correlation between -
sheer experience and teacher productivity is one of the great
imponderables, made so by the inability of those who disagree
over the value of experience to agree on criteria for measuring
productivity. Thus, it's hard to say to what extent the incentives
to stay on the job, provided by the single salary schedule,are
also incentives to excellent education. There are .undoubtedly
many teachefs who grow better with seasoning, but there are .also
undoubtedly some who somewhere in their middle age lose their
zest for life and learning, and some as well who never had such
2cst, and came into teaching in the first place because teaching
provided an easy, scacurc job. The question is complicated by the

fact that while single salary schedules almost always offer some

incentive to stay in teaching; the incentives are in most cases
appallingly weak. In nearly all other occupations requiring
education cohparablc to that required of tcachers, the salary

range from start to finish is far greater than what teachers can
look forward to. 1In part (along with marriage, pregnancy, childfen),
this narrowness of salary range must account for the high dropout
rate among teachers: qgéh year 11% leave the profession; the rate
goes up to 18% if_you count teachers who chahge schools.4 of

course it is a matter of dispute how many teachers among the

group which drops ocut due to salary consideration are those who

michd ha ratrnd hiagh in terms of guality and effectiveness.
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Charles BensonS has pointed out that the inability of cducators
to prove teacher worth by objective standards has made it
difficult for them to show school boards that they are losing
invaluable tecachcrs due to low salary expectations, and thereby
to prompt school boards to raise maximum salaries. It is 'much
easier to make a case for raising minimum salaries, by pointing
to the raw need for teachers' bodies to fill classrooms. Thus
‘the problem is perpetuated.

The other main incentive offered teachers by thé single
salary schedule is to take graduate courses. Simply doing so
increases a teacher's salary. Benson® has ‘complained that in
most salary schedules this incentive isn't strong enough. He
has said:

Intuitively, one feels that the contribution

of years of experience in raising the perform-

ance level of teachers, unless that expericence

is complemented by continued study and train-

ing, is likely to become rather modest atter,

say,. seven or cight yecars of work. On the

other hand, further study and training, pro-

vided it is relevant to the activities of the

tecacher in the classroom, is probably conducive

te higher performance tor almost all individuals.,

Yet the single salary schedule is based far more

on seniority than on training.
He has pointed to the Scarsgale schedule, considered not far
from ideal by various tcachers' grbups, and has criticized
the fact that a teacher with a B.A., simply by remaining at
his job for fifteen years, could gain $5,063 in pay, whereas
if he went out and got a master's degrce plus 60 semester.

@ hours, he could gain only $3,050.7

Even 1f one accepts Benson's arguments on their face, it is
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possible to éuestion whether the bulk of courses that teachers
take to raise their salaries arc tiruly "relevant to the activi-
ties of the teacher in the classroom," and whether the buik of
courses they take are in.fact taken when Benson implies that

they would be most useful, "after, say, seven or cight yeérs

of work." In regard to the former point, few teacher contracts
hav? provisions which strictly enforce the criterion of relevancy,
and the syndrome of teachers taking courses in what Irvin Nikolai
of.the,Southwestern Coppefativc Educational Laboratory8 generically
cails "underwater tomato picking"” 1is well-known. In regard to

the latter point, few contr&QPs provide spécial incentives for
teachers to take courses aftér, as opposed to before, the com-
pletion of their first decade in the profession, and it seems
certain (although I've come across no statistics on the subject)
that teachers pile up most of their credits beyond the B.A.

during those early years when they would have plenty to learn
even if they focused all their energies on their classroom
experience,

And it is even possible to question Benson's argument on 1its
face. Should there really be still stronger incentives for teachers
to accumulate graduate credits, while the salary schedule under
which they operate provides them with so few incentives to do
anything else? Perhaps a few years ago, when confidence in the
efficacy of our nation's universities was rather higher than it
is now, it would have heen casier to give an unequivocal affirma-
tive answer. But few can doubt that we are now experiencing

a widespread lapse of faith in the worth of much that goes on in
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higher cducation, and that that lapse of Faith sprcads deep

into the universities themselves. Without ohjecting to those

incéntives already offerod for graduate study, one can now at

lcast have doubts whethér further ‘incentives should he provided

for teachers to take "relevant" courses, L1f no more qualitatively

discrimiﬂatory criteria are to be appli=d than that rather

watery one. |

We have now discussed the incéentive to stay on in the

profession and the incentive to take graduafe courses., Are there

any incentives which the single salary schedule offers directly

to incite proféssional excellence and high productivity? An

uncounted number of teachers would certainly like to think there

are. They would like to think that the single salary schedule

attracts to the profession those who are intellectually and tcmper-

amentally well-suited for teaching, those who prefer to think

that the quality of their work cannot be wholly measured in ob-

jective terms nor directly rewarded with precise increments of

money: those who would be offendéd to work 1in én environment

where "who is gJetting how much" becomes a topic of worry and

discussion and where there is a scense that someone with a cash

register in the bdck of his hcad might walk in to inspect a

class at any moment. Of‘course this is a caricature of what

most of the recently proposcd.incentivc systems would be like,

but it is undeniable that many tcachers view them this way, and

view anyone who could function maximally in that kind of system as
ERicspiritUally unfit for the fine points of teaching. It must be

T pointed out first of all that those tecachers who view teaching
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this way arc usually ones who belicve that there caﬁ be no valid
objective measure of teaching cxéellencc. While this belicf has
a certain plausibility to it, it remains true that in the face
of cducators who deny any necessary correlation bctween teaching
excellence and distaste for ﬁoncy competition (and also in the
face of those educators who wish the teaching frofession contained
more of those persons whg.arc "eager to make it in the big world"),
these teachers have little "hard" proof that they can offer.
Moreovef it is at least as reasonable to suppose that no particular
personality trait:, excépt perhaps for a certain elemental concern
with the lives of others, has much of an exclusive relationship
with teaching excellence. Excellent teachers can be found in all
different types of personalities, including personalities that
function well in money competition. And it must not be forgotten
that even if the single salary schedule doés by its very nature
attract into teaching those who are spiritually best qualified for
it, it nevertheless offers little incentive for excellence and
high broductivity once these people arc embarked on their careers,
I should now like to consider the other kinds of rewards
and punishments that the schoolé provide for their personnel.
Fringe benefits to the single salary schedule might be mentioned
in passinyg. Thes2 include insurance, sabbaticals, retirement
pay, and a long list of other possible items. As incentives,
they work pretty much as the single salary schedule works, and
there scems to be no need to elaborate on them further.
The chance of earning official commendation, such as "best

gym tcacher of the year," can under the right conditions be a
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very effective incentive fer teachers to exccl. Such commenda-
tions are given all the time, some in a private manner, some

in a relatively public one. Tiheir effectiveness as incentives
obviously varies greatly, depending on the recipient, the

offeror, and the nature of the commendation. But it is probably
safe to say that as a rule such things would mean more to a
teacher than to a guy on the assembly line, or even more than to

a lawyer. It is of course difficult to gencralize very much

about the personalitiecs of school teachers. But regardless of
personality, teachecrs by and large consider themselves to be
professionals, and as such they believe thcir.competénce to be
important. Recognition of compctence and commendation are
abstract rewards which are likely to be valued more highly by teachers
than factory workers. And commendation is probably more important
to a teacher than a lawyer because a lawyer knows that in his
brofession words are dismally cheap, and that hard cash is
available whencver a superior intends genuine praise.

The ch&nce of suffering official criticism is probably a much
lesé predictable incentive for teacher exccllence than the chance.
of earning official commendation, since cgo considerations often
prevent a teacher {or anyone clse, for tha*% matter) from taking
rational steps to avoid criticism. Tecacher resentment may result
from it as often as tzacher cxcellence. Nevertheless it is
undoubtedly true .that a great many school administrators system-
atically use the threat of criticism as an incentive for teachers
to excel.

ERikj All schools have a certain number of 'plum' assignments -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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choice'studcnts, choice yraodes, school.committces, office space,
clerical help - which may serve as incentives for teachers.
Whether or not thev do serve 2s incentives, and, if they do,

what they serve as incentives fcr, depends on how they are
deployed. It's possible to imagine the existence of a tacit

and yet still rather strict merit system for onc or more of

thesé plums, where administrative evalﬁation of teacher competence
was well-known to secrve as the sole guide for their assignment.
Such a system might prpvidc gquite a substantial incentive-for

high teacher productivity. But I am aware of no single salary
schedule schooi district which actually imﬁlcments such a system,
even tacitly. Usually one can expect instcad a blend of all the
0ld variables - gencral réputations, seniority, school politics,
favoritism - in deciding who gets the plums. Usually one can

also expect, in such covert decision-making, that theose who don't
receive any plums will think that the decision-making was rather more .
corrupt than it actually was. Thus, from district to district,
plum assignments can serve as incentives to earn a gocd reputation
(by self-asscrtion or otherwise), to stay in the school system,

to gain political leverage within tﬁe school, to get in good with
the principal, or to forget about the whole thing and yo back to
the classrobm, resigned and maybe slightly resentful.

"Good" teachers may sometimes be encouraged and given oppor-
tunities to become supervisors and administrators, personnel who
carn substantially more wmoney than téachers and have more authority
in the school hierarchies. Benson9 among others has pointed to

Q .
ERJ(: the teaching profession's misfortune in this regard. First of
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all, many of those tenéhcrs who are amondg the moslt comnetent

amd amﬁitious arc promoted right out of the profession., 'This
applies ecspecially to male teachers with families, who are,

even without this extra drain on their numhers, often considered
to be in short supply and high demand in the schools, especially
in the elementary schools. Second of all, an even greater number
of ambitious teachers thén those actually promotcd-arc given an
incentive to concentrate not on the development of their teaching
skills; but instead, on what they suprose to bhe administrative
skills - a firm hand, é strong voice, efficient books, et cetera -

to enhance the lilklihood of their promotion,

ERIC
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Iv. A SUMMARY OF TIE POLICY TMPLICATIONS
OF THE PATTLRNS OF REWARD AND JPUNLISHMENT.

a) Once they are émbarked upon their caréers, teache#s;
as é rule do not receive strong, direct incentive; to excel and.
“achieve high productivity. ;,wﬁg
b)-.The high minima/low maxima single salary schedules
commonly in use in the schools may attract.a fair range of talents
. into the profeséion in the first place; but tlie most ambitious
of,these talents (especialiy men with‘families) may soon fiﬁd .
the schedules_stultifying, and leave the profession. Thisf' ,
.phenémenon may in recent years‘have been accentuatéd,'as maximum
saiafies havé not risen commensurately with minimum salaries.
-c)‘ Non—compétI;ive,people are attracted to £eachiﬁg.

This is a very old dictum, but there is little in ﬁhe Cﬁrrent
“patterns of rewafd and,punishment which would ténd to‘alter it.
'.Whethér thislnon—coﬁpetiﬁivenéss matter; at all, are questions
fhat can oniy be answered by'reféréécé té specific educaﬁional;
goals:and'objectiQes. Educators whb'suggestAthat it is important’
_to'bring the widest vériéty of adult perscnality typés into the |
learning process; simply in order "to give thé child a better
sense of the world," may be operating Qn_prem;ses that are

quife naive. |

| a) ThOsé competitive people who are aftracﬁed to

Eeaching,kif they alsé.show some abiliﬁy, méy-quite'fapidly

be promoted ogt-of'the ﬁrofession.‘ ‘ |
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graduate courses whi-h raise their 331afies without commensurately
raising their productivity as teachers.

f) Tcachers unions (and arguably the goals for which
they stand) tend to flourish in a saituation where there arc few
rewards and punishments to differentiate one teacher from
arnother, and may therefore be expected to exercise their institutioh—
al bias in favor of preserving and even expanding such relatively
incentive-less schemes as the single salary pay schedule. Thus,
the current pattecrn of rewards and punishments in the nation's
schools feed powerful forces outside itself that nevertheless

tend to perpctuate it., -
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V. AN HISTORICAL VIEW: WHAT INCHITIVE SYSTEMS,
DESIGHED DIRICTLY TO SKCUKE 1 STONAL
EXCELLENCE AND HIGH PRODUCTIVITY, 1AV 1T $CHOOLS
TRILD OUT IN TUE PAST?

"Scientific Management"”

"I have alreaﬁy‘mcntioned Raymond Callahan and his book
"BEducation and the Cult of Efficiency." It seems worthwhile’
now to describe in a little'detail the movement wﬂich accordingl o

. to his argumeht broﬁght great misfertune to the_Américan sChools.lO

~Scientific management wasn't in thé first instance a move-~

ment within educa&ion.at all. Ikts beginnings were in industry.
Its founder, Frederick W. Taylor, astounded the public‘whcn his

_ theéries_first céme.tb their attention_in 1920.  In 1910 new
industrial competition from_Gérmany_énd the nced for conservation
weare central concerﬂs. A'deca’» of wuckraking had gone by and
vet industry was still America's gréat pride. The grave threats
to the nation implicit in German might and the poésiﬁle depietion
of ‘our Own resources were -apparent to all; Sciéntific ﬁanagemént
waé‘presented as a way to meel both pgbblems head on. Its claim
was that by careful étﬁdy of industriﬁl'prqccsses'its creator,
Fredefiék W. Taylor, haa'devised mcanﬁ.éﬁ saving millions énd '
millions of‘dollars for Amé%ican indﬁétry.. To - the public, scientific
management appeared as a startling piGCe of managemcnt4technoioéy

' devised by good old American Ihgenuity, and 1t was widely heralded,
évsﬁ;before its effectivéness-Was fully proved. .

. The four principéls of scientific management were as follows:

Q : o
ERJ(: 1) Develop a science For each element of a man's work,
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to replace o0ld rule of thumb methods;

2) Scientifically sclect, train and develop workmen; -

3) Cooperate heartily with +*he men to make sure that
work is done in accord with scientific principles;

4) Divide both work and responsibhility almost equally
between workmen ahd management, so that, instead of workmen
undertaking all of both, management would now undertake to do all
the jobs for which it was better suited than the workman.

This last principle was rcally the heart of scientific =
management, and was well illustrated by Frederick Taylor's often

~quoted remark to a mechanic working under him: "You're not
supposed to think, there are other people paid for thinking around
here." Thus the efficiency experts entered American industry for
the first time, and with them their time and motion studies, and
their bonuses for workmen-who did inordinate amounts of work.

Scientific management was shown to produce some favorable
results, and the public was enamored. Soon there was clamor
for it to sbread to other fields ~ the military, the law, the
family, the church, and, finally, to the school.‘

In 1910, che nation's public schools, despite faults, had
much progress to be proud of. They had a greét institutioﬁal
vision - free public education from kindergarten through cdllege -

for all - and they had develouped an institutional framework
capable of-realizing that vision. -Nevertheless, in the years
immediately following 1910, they suffered repeated rounds. of
scathinq criticism, all of it bared on the pronosition that they

Q ‘
£]{U: were woefully inefficient, and much in need of the economic
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miracles that scientific ranagement was capable of performing,
Ever since the invention of their job, American school superin-
tendents had been heavily depoendent on the favor of the local
school boards and taxnayers, and now, after a great deal of
resiétance, they bent to the public demand for money-saving
Science.

| The big year was 1913,

In 1913 Frank Spaulding, supecrintendent of the Newton (Mass.)

Publié Schools, appeared before the national NEA convention and

described how he had introduced scientific management to the

- Newton schools. It was a whole new way to run schools, He

showed $hat by statistical anmysis of certain.isolated variables;
it had been possible to determine that Newton school 9, for
instance, was superior to Newton school 11 by 17%, or ét least
that it was 17% more productive. He showed how it could be
discovered that it cost the Newton schools just as much to

give 5.9 pupil recitations.in Greek as to give 23.8 pupil
recitations in French. And most important of all, he showed how
statistics such as these could lead him as supcerintendent to
make decisions about the education to be offered in the Newton
schools. He explained that while of course it was impossible to

say which was absolutely more valuable, Greek or French, he was

nevertheless convinced that Newton shouldn't purchase any more
Greek instruction at 5.9 pupil recitations per dollar. Either the
price goes down, or we invest in something else, Spaulding said.
He also said that the financial and educationalbaspects of an

administrator's job were inseparable, and that it would be best
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if they were handleqd by the same person. Frank Spaulding was
widely hailed as an innovator.

During tihe same year, Franklin Bobbitt wrote a book called
"The Supervision of the City Schools," which recommended the
widespread and intensive use of objective tests to determine
just what kinds of teaching techniqucs were most efficient, and
which also recommended that administrators require teachers to
employ whichever techniques the cfficiency tests showed to be
best. Bobbitt imagined the school administrator in the mold
of Taylor's plant managcr, standing over the teacher's shoulder,
all but telling him not to think. Bobbitt too was widely hailed,
especially by tax-paying businessmen. His was an educational
theory they could really understand.

Thus scientific managcment came to the public schools. Within
five years it was widespread, as superintendents in town after
town discovered that the way to defend their schools, their jobs,
and themselves against the onslaught of the businessmen on the
school boards and tax rolls was Eo go scientific, to embrace
efficiency warmly. Among the major changes which scientific
management brought - and they were indeed major -~ were the
éfficiency experts, offering their consulting services at a high
fee; the elaborate bookkeeping, to keep track of every expenditure
of time and thumbtacks; the platoon system, a novel way to fill
avery room in the school all day long, bj having half the pupils in
art and music and the like, while the other half were in regular
class, awaiting the bell when they would all exchange rooms; the

Q
[]{U: Thorndike tests and a hest of other new standardized objective
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models, so that close track could be kept of student progfcss

and teacher productivity; the teécher evaluation forms, whereby
it could be discovered by consideration of thirty or so variables
exactly how much a teacher was worth; and finally, tﬁe annual
survey, in thch every aspect of the whole school system was
analyzed in terms of efficiency, an instrument carefully

designed to convey to the school board the notion that their
superintendent was an able administrator indeed.

As a result, educational values were widely submerged. - By
1920 there was widespread teacher resentment to scientific
management, but tecachers in those days had no tenure, and only
in a few cities like Chicago and New York, where teachers unions
already existed, were they able to resist successfully.

It is rather obvious how scientific management intended to
provide incentives for high productivity in the schools. From.
the very top of the chain of command, the word went forth, |
impliéitly or explicity, that the schools would turn out passing
students at an acceptably low price, or else. No doubt there
was a good deal of initial scurrying about in school systems that
adopted scientific management. If his students flunked, a teacher's
efficiency rating suffered. But whethgr that kind of incentive
spurred true productivity is another matter altogether. 1In the
first place, the widespread resentment that scientific managemehtl
engendered no doubt took its toll in ways that final exam grades

and teacher evaluation sheets failed to measure. . Secondly, the

apparatus needed to make scientific management operational was

awkward and costly. It is true that administrators were quick  : R
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to emphasize that the heavy bookkeeping costs were more than
cffset by the savings made possible thereby. But the kinds of
educational losses brought about by teachers teaching to tests,
created without any coherent vision of educational goals, were
completely invisible to the methods of scientific management.

Indeed the worst shortcoming - the truly terrible shortcoming =
of scientific management was that it enticed school administrators
into ways of thinking in which educational goals were completely
irrelevant._ Undoubtedly implicit in the minds of many administra-
tors who first embraced scientific management were some very
obvious educational goals: for example, graduate students intd
productive citizens by getting them to study hard enough to pass
a certain number of courses. Thus, it did not trouble many of
them to eliminate advanced language courses, if advanced language
courses cost substantially more than intermediate ones, or to
eliminate Greek if it couldn't be offered at the same cost as
French, They either did not notice or did not care about these
or other distortions of educational purpose that caﬁe about, howso-
ever'accidentally or coincidentally, when all the aspects of
school life - pens, pencils, rooms, books, the hours of the school
day, the teachers themselves and all their daily operations =
were reduced to dollars and cents value.

After 1929 a reaction against scientific management set in.
Voices could finally be heard saying most of the things which
Mr. Callahan said in 1962. But vestiges of the efficiency mania
ramain, Scientific management serves as a lesson of some bad

ERIC

‘ammemiings that can happen when an enthusiastic and comprehensive
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program, designed to create formidable incentives for "productivity"

in the schools, operates in a vacuum of cducational purpose.

So-called "merit pay" schemes had a considerable vogue among
school administrators during the 1960's, a vogue which by now
has almost entirely passed. The theory was very simple:/ there
should be pay differentialé among teachers based upon théir
evaluated worth as a teacher. It was believed that the proqutiv~
ity of teaching faculties would rise if teachers believeé that
they could earn more money for doing an excellent job than for
doing a mediocre job. Merit pay schemes all assumed a strong
relationship between mbtivation and monetary reward. Further
they assumed that the kind of obvious, blatant pressure generated
by monetary rewards could work without hindering the deliéate
psychological mechanisms which'teachers commonly bring to their
classrooms.ll

Merit pay was designed to cope with twe problems that seemed
to become acute shortly after 1960. School administrators became
increasingly aware that the teaching profession needed greater
numbers of young collede graduates of pigh standing, and’' that merit
pay presented one way of'making a teaching career'financially more
competitive with other carcecers without forcing the schoois to
spend drastically more money on salaries. Administrators also
became aware of snowballing demoralization.in many of the nation's

inner city schools, where, in increasing numbers, teachers as

well as students were simply giving up. Merit pay was thus also-
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conceived as a way to get disenchanted tcachers to care again.
By the early 1960's, experiments in merit pay had been implemented
in a wide variety of American schools. |
The éﬁperiments themselves came in a wide variety. In some,
a good decal of money and prastige came to hinge on the merit
ratings., In others, such as those in Houston, Texés and Ithaca,
New York, the experiments were very much ancillary to the regqular
single salary schedule., Thus in Houstonl,2 for example, a so-called
“saper~maxihum" system was employed. Only teachers who had"~
already taught twelve years, and thereby had reached the maximum
pay levels which seniority increments allowed, were eligible to
apply for merit pay. And even then, merit pay was limited to
a $200 incrément on a $7,800 salary. Ithaca also had a "super-
maximun" system. For several years, until a new school board
got wise to what was happening, not a single teacher failed to
receive the administrative recommendation which was required in
order to get the merit "incentive.“13
A history of the merit pay movement shows a steady dilution
of its original goals. Within the space of a very few years,
articles on the subject took on a distinctly defensive tone.
Thus James Mason's article about the Ithaca schools are entitled

"How to Rescue a Merit Péy Plan,"14

and show how the Ithaca
experiment in its most advanced form was giving "merit pay" awards
for such input oriented factors as education, experience, pro=-

fessional growth and training! When "Clearinghouse" in September,

o 196515 ran-a proposal coﬁcerning a'wholly voluntary merit pay plan,- 

Aggﬁg;probably the most innocuous plan imaginable, it nevertheless felt -
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compelled to preface the article with a squib explaining how

the magdzine had wno intention of stirring up an old controversy.

Merit pay\proved tn be a very unpopular concept indeed.

One need look no further than the teaching staffs of the
nation's schools to know why merit pay failed. The teachers,
in overwhelming numbers, didn't like it. Both as individuals
and through their associations, the NEA and AFT,.they roundly

condemned it. And their opposition exacerbated technical

\

difficulties which were already latent in every merit pay
scheme. The teachers' central claim was that neither suitable
criteria nor unbiased methods of judgment could be developed

for use in merit pay programs. In support of their claim they

used every form of resistance cited by Anthony Downs™® as

available for teachers.ddsiring to oppose evaluation schemes:

The most obvious is opposing any evaluation
schemes at all. More subtle is limiting the
scope of such schemes. A third is insSuring
that control over the design and operation
of the schemes is maintained by membexrs of
the organizations to be evaluated, so that
they can exclude the most threetening forms
of evaluation. A fourth form of resistance
is insisting that the results of any evalu-
ation be kept confidential, or disclosing
them to the public in such diluted forms
that no individuals or schools can be
pinpointed as incompectent or ineffective.
The last formm is demanding that no remedial
actions be based upon the results of evalu-
ation systems - particularly that salaries
and other types of compensation be entirely
divorced from effectiveness of performance.

Teachers espeéially feared that favoritism and politics would

inevitably play a great role in resolving the issue of merit and that
o .
ERJ(: as a result a counterproductive spirit of dissension, misunder-
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standing, and Suspicibn would undermine the profession of
teaching. Whatever justificatidn existed for their fears of
favoritism, it can hardly be doubted that part of their prophecy
was fulfilled: 1low morale was experienced in a number of places
where merit pay was tried out.l7 Moreover, there was a good

deal of .philosophical opposition on the part of teachers, along
the lines of "who's to say what teaching excellence is?" and
"teaching isn't like the business world; it simply isn't product
oriented."18 Finally)there was, on the part of some teacheré;
simple (and understandable) fear for their livelihoods. I have
already discuséed the bargaining advantageé that many teachers
and their unions have found in the single salary schedule. Many
of these same teachers felt that merit pay was a subterfuge to
avoid paying teachers better salaries.19 In this connection,
Curtis Garner's comments in "Nation's Schools" are worthy of
notice.20 Mr. Garner claimed that the real root of the difficulty
in gaining teacher acceptance of merit pay plans was the low salary
level of the profession; The struggle for decent pay had left
many teachers in the lower echelons of salary scales wary of
innovation, while teachers with higher salaries showed relatively
little resistance to ideas such as merit pay.

Yet it would be quiﬁe wrong to think that self-interest corrupted
the teachers' judgment. On the contrary, it would appear that
their fears often cut to th2 core of merit pay's inadequacies.
Ernest Dyson, writing in "The Clearinghouse" in 1964,21 pointed
out that the most certain way to succeed within a merit pay system i'

[}{f: was 11ke1y to be through compliance, c0nform1ty, and subjection
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of real feelings. 1Instead of perscnal and professional growth,
incentives were given for following a pre-ordained pattern.

An atmosphere conducive to open experimentation was likely to
be replaced by a rather closed one. The increased conflict in
an administrator's role hetween counselor and evaluator was
likely to show itself on classroom visits, when teachers could
hardl& be expected to air their doubts, questions, and problems
as readily as théy had when they had no merit pay rating

at stake,

And even if teachers had had rather shoddy reasons for
opposing merit'pay, the mere fact of their opposition, abstracted
even from its practical consequences, would have been a serious
point against it. Zauen M. Mqhdesian22 wrote in May, 1970 that
even if administrators in theory prefer merit plans to the
single salary schedule; they should see the'great practical
advantage of having a pay scale (like the single salary schedulef
that all their employees liké. Any large business that pays
on merit would be happy to have a salary schedule which was
somehow acceptable to all its personnel, he said. But the real
point goes even beyond Mahdesian's faintly paternal "if they're
happy, leave 'em along" appréach; the real point is»one of
respect, There is a curious tendéncy in a portion of fhe writings
on merit pay, and in a portion of the actual experiments them—
selves, to treat teacher opinion as little more than an obstacle
to be overcome, or a wrong conclusion to be reeducated, or a

superstition to be subvertad or tricked. One finds this tendency‘

am=mm even when the teachers are patently right. Thus, proponents
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persisted in framing merit pay proposals in terms of rewards
only, and in terms of money strictly added to the single
salary schedules, when it was' perfectly obvious to teachers that
when some were singled out for merit pay, others were implicitly
demoted, and that in the long term if not the short term merit
pay had to affect adversely the amounts of money available for
the single salary schedule. Anthony Downs has pointedly admitted
that .

...any competent evaluation of an activity

carried out on a large scale like teaching

in elementary and secondary schools, is

bound to reveal that only a minority of

thoseée evaluated are superior in effective-

ness. By definition, most will be rated

as either average or below average. Thus,

the majority have little to gain in terms

of their own status and prestige, and
perhaps quite a bit to lose.

24 it soon became clear

As noted in "Nation's Schools,"
that where merit pay plans were implemented some kind of
percentage limit would eventually have to be placed on the
numbers of teachers receiving merit pay, or the school districts
would go broke trying to maintain them =~ which; as has already
beén pointed out, was a pesult very far from the minds of those
who first put forth merit pay proposals.

Alfhough interest in merit pay is, very low, the problems
which prompted its development are still with us. - For the most,
former proponents of merit pay are still rightfully concerned

with the quality of individuals being brought into the teaching.

profession and the overall effectiveness of many of our school

Q v ‘
[JKU: systems, In many ways merit pay is quite clearly a prototype

r
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for the newest proposals that involve giving teachers systemati

incentives to improve their productivity. These two proposals,

differentiated staffing and performance contracting, will be

discussed in the next section of this report.
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VI. WHAT NEW INCENTTVE SYSTEMS HAVE BEEN
DESIGNED T0O INCLZE PRCOIFESSTIONAL EXCELLENCE AND
HIGH PRODUCTIVITY AMONG LDUCATIONAL PLRSONNEL?

Differentiated Staffing

Differentiated staffing is the generic name for a wide
variety of programs which are based on the prémise that the
ordinary, traditional classroom teacher performs a number of
different roles, and that a better, more productive -itilization
of teaching personnel can be achieved by separating those réles,
one from anothér, and assigning them to different personnel.
Thus, the teaching staff of a particular schdol, or even a single
classroom, is marked by specialization and a hierarchy of responsi-
bility. Along with the hierarchy of responsibility, plans for
differentiated staffing almost universally call fdr a hierarchy
of rewards as well.

Differentiéted staffing has grown out of two main streams
of experimentation in education. The first of these is merit pay..
The second involves a variety of efforts aimed at making the
educational process, as it is presently known in our public schools,
more flegible. Patrick Lynch and H. W, Handy25 have cited the
following currents in this second stream of e#perimentation:

continuous progress programs, where instruction is sufficiently

individualized for each leacrner to proceed at his own pace; team

teaching, where groups of teachers teach blocks of students in

- large increments of time; educational assistant programs, where

subprofessionals are trained to take over some of a teacher's

clerical jobs; differential diagnosis of learners, almost a




necessity in a teaching program where cbjectives ‘are different
from those implicit in tests and curricula given by a body from

outside the program; and new teaching and learning technology,

of types much more sophisticated and wide-reaching than phono-
graphs and film. All five of these currents lead to divisions
in the ro»le of the traditional teacher which would make differen-
tiated staffing a potentially useful innovation. |

The same school problems which prompted experimentation with
merit pay likewise stimulated the demand for a more flexiblé._
c 1assroom. Nevertheless most plans which involve a -remodeling
of the classroom landscape have a flavor distinctly different
from the basic merit pay plans. Cf the five currentsvmentioned
in the preceding paragraph, a new teaching and learning technology
is probably the most significant in the minds of many classroom
innovators. Thus, Lynch and Handy, in the same paper that outlined
these five currents, stated that "Specializatiocn...will soon be |
forced upon us by the need to adapt to technologies such as
instructional television, computer assisted instruction, language

laboratories, and data processing equipment."26

For a number

of reasons this attitude, that we are bound to be forcéd around

by our technology, is desperately wrong-headed. Among its numerous
faults is the Fact that it is the one attitude most likely to
produce a climate of reaction, wherein téchnology of whatever
potential will be indiscriminately smashed. Yet it is an attitude
rather frequently found among classroom technology's most feverisﬁ',l

advocates, tucked in amidst the mystifying language of inputs

and outputs, hardware and software, goal maintenance and system
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maintcnénce. One recalls Frank Spaulding and his strictly
"scientific" talk comparing 5.9 pupil recitations in Greek to
23.8 pupil recitations in French. One wonders sometimes whether -
it is not possible to be a scientist, and yet still see that the
issue of specialization may be so important as to force us to
forbid its determination by a thing as empty and deadly as data
processing equipment. Advocates of differentiated staffing
frequently speak of the primacy of goal-setting: no program can
be designed, they say, without first developing goals and aiear
objectives. If differentiated staffing is to have any cﬁance of
success at all, its advocates will have to be very careful to
root out whatever tendencies they might have towards acquiescing
to technology, and to put their high-sounding talk of goal-setting
primacy rigorously into action.

A typical differentiated staffing program in skeletal form
might have four Jifferent teaching positions. The nearest
equivélent to the ordinary classroom teacher of today would be
someone called a staff teacher. A staff teacher would need a
B.A. and a certain amount of experience, and his or her salary
range, with tenure, would be approximately that of the ordinary
teacher under a single salary schedule, The étaff teacher would
take charge of classes on a day to day basis, and would have no
responsibilities other thaﬁ teaching., Below the stafi teacher
would be someone called an intern; or associate teacher. This
would be someone with a B.A. or someone doing student teaching..

' The intern would assist the staff teacher in carrying out class-
O . .

ERi(j room responsibilities, but his primary purpose would be tovlearﬁ.-u',?
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It would be expected that most of these interns or associate

- teachers would be people in the first year or two of their
teaching careers. Their salary schedule would be slightly

below that of the staff teacher, and would have a low maximum,
Directly above the staff teacher would be a position called
"senior tieacher." This positién would require a master's degree
and probably a good deal of experience. It might be expected
that senior teachers would be chosen due to their high merit

as staff teachers. Their chief function would be to implement
the school's goals and objectives in the classroom, by introdﬁcing
new curricula or teaching methods, by observing current curricula
and methods, and by supervising. They would carry only 60% of
the actual classroom responsibility imposed on a staff teacher.
Their contract would be for ten or eleven months, and call for

a salary range that approximates the range of the school's prin-
cipal. The position would not cérry tenure. At the top of the
hierafchy would be the "master teacher." There would be relatively
few of these, in comparison to the n&mbers of staff teachers, or
even to the numbers of senior teachers. To become a master
teacher would require a Ph.D.,, or a truly. outstanding reputation,
or both.“The master teacher would be responsible for developing
curricula and teaching methods suitablé for use throughout the
school, and for preserving the quality of existing ones. The
master teacher would have 40% of the staff teacher's classroom
hresponsibility. His or her twelve month contract would prdvide

for salaries equél to the top ones in the school district's

7 administration, but he or sh: would have no tenure. In addition
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to these four basic catesjorins there might be the traditional
cducational specialists, plus new ones for new ceducational
technology, and people to do some of the classroom's strictly
clarical.jobs.

As an incentive system, differentiated staffing might thus
work to give peowple within the profession the hope of earning
more money and responsibility. TFurthermore it might attract
highly gifted individuals to the profession by demonstrating that
tcaching provides real outlets for their personal ambitions.
Moreover the fact that senior teachers and master teachers would
not receive tenure would give these most highly rewarded personnel
a substantial incentive to stay on their toes. There is little
doﬁbt but that providing such incentives is an importént motive
in the minds of ceortain advocates of differentiated staffing.
Thus, Lynch and Handy, whilclassertinq that differentiated staffing
"can never be used as a means to subtly ease merit pay through the
back door," nevertheless admit that "only a reconstruction of
teacher roles will permit overhaul of the reward system in an
era of collective negotiations."27 And Dwight Allen, the great
pioneer of differentiated staffing, has cited as one of the
reasons for developing and implementing it the fact that it
offers a basis for salary differentials on which teachers and
administrators might agree.28

Advocates of differentiated staffing have sometimes rather
angrily pointed to the differences between their program and
merit pay. Fenwick W. English,29 former director of the Differ-

entiated Staffing Project in Temple City, California, has written:
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The merit pay "mind-set" plagues S
discussions concerning staff differ-
entiation. Even a sophisticated ed-
ucational leader like Seldon....
does not recognize or choose to discern
the variations in two essentially differ-
ent strategies of renumecration. The
first chooses to pay teachers differently
because while bcth perform the same job,
one on the basis of some kind of criteria
and somebody's judgment (usually the admin-
istration), onc does it better than the
other [sic] and this determines the pay
differential. Words such as "superior,"
"outstanding," "artist," or unfortunately
"master," are the working labels of the
merit pay approach., Thus, the person
either "for" or "against" differentiated
staffing reads into the ccncept of a
teaciier hierarchy these words, and envisions
as inTemple City, for example, the "master"
teacher as the "superior" teacher. Under
differentiated staffing, some of the same
labels may still be used and add to the
obfuscation. However, functional separations
as contrasted with meritorious separations
are quite different. The former does not
require a difference in actual staff utili-
zation, the latter is almost a foregone
conclusion because of the nature of role
interrelationships within any organization.
In differentiated staffing, the "master"
teacher, or whatever name is applied, may
not be the "superior" teacher for the same
reason that the principal may not be the
"outstanding" teacher. The jobs are
different, requiring different training and
' on-the-job skills.

Mr. English's statement deserves somé analysis. The degree
to which it is true that the "master" teacher is not chosen
because he is the “superior" teacher may be expected to vary from
district to district, according to the specific staffing model
implemented and the manner of its implementation. But it should

o be poinﬁed out that advocates of differentiated sfaffing.can't‘

ERIC

nmmwmexpedt to have it both ways: the extent to which the “master"
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teacher is truly not "superior," and the extent to which he
is truly someone who differs from the staff teacher only insofar
as he is a man with a different job "requiring different training
and on-the-job skills" will determine in part the extent to
which incentives for excellence and high productivity on teaching
faculties will be diluted and possibly distorted into incentives
for other things. To the extent that the "master teacher" has,
like the principal, simply a different job from the "staff teacher,"
it can be expected that staff teachers will find incentives  to
develop the master teacher's special skills rather than his own,
i
and that the most ambitious prospective teachers will try to
equip themselves immediately with the skills of "master teachers."
Unfortunately such incentives might give positijons at the top of
the hierarchy a distinct caste character which young teachers,
just starting out, will view as hopelessly removed from their
attainment.
bespite the protests of Mr. English and others, some opponents

of differentiated staffing have in fact done just what Mr. English
said they would do. Thus, David Selden. mentioned by Mr. English,
made this presidential address to the 1969 convention of the AFT:

The idea of differentiated staffing -

separating faculty members ihto specialized

functional and status categories - originated

outside the governing bodies of the teaching

profession =~ either NEA or AFT - and, it was

thrust upon us without discussion or vote.

Now we have to deal with it...We have avoided

an outright negative response, but, at the

same time, we have made it clear that we will

not support the introduction of ranks into

elementary and secondary school teaching. We

consider this merecly a dev%ce to introduce
merit rating in disguise,3
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Critics have alsc attacked differentiated staffing on many

of the same grounds that were used against merit pay. In my

own investigations31 I found people saying that differentiated
staffing led to class differences and an overemphasis on
competition in a field where they shouldn't exist. Moreover
there were many who expressed fears that the process in which
teachers were evaluated for "promotion" could never be entirely
free from problems such as favoritism, mutual "back-scratching,"
and divisiveness. Furthermore critics of differentiated stéffing
- charge that "higher productivity" inevitably means higher costs.
If school districts are unable to bear higher costs, then
differentiated staffing programs will be chronically underfinanced,
leaving schools with an overbalance of teachers in the lower paid
instructional positions. Finally, as with opposition to merit
pay, a significant portion of teacher and union opposition to
differentiated staffing is based on fear for loss of prosperity
and po@er; differentiated staffing may well undermine the

feeling of strength in undivided numbers and mutual association
with one's peers.

Although it has only been realized in theory, the "learning

stage model" is one differentiated staffing program which is

32 The "learning stage model” is

worthy of special mention,
fundamentally different from programs which have actually been

tried insofar as it is based on a fluid, rather than preformed,
hierarchy. According to thke "learning stage model" the faculty

of a school is differentiated only in horizontal terms with

Q | .
ER&(: regard to specific tasks. For instance, one teacher is a generalist,

IToxt Provided by ERI



another a diagnostician, another a specialist in curriculum
analysis or a specific subject area, another a technologist

in media applications, and so forth. Then a learning program
is designed and impleménted. Presumably the program is
designed in stages, one task succeeding another. When leadership
is finally assigned, that is to say, when a vertical hierarchy
is created, it exists only for the duration of one task in the
pProgram. Tﬁe vertical hicerarchy may be changed with each
successive task. If a iearning program calls for a stage of.
intensive pupil diagnosis, then the diagnostician will be the‘
team leader for that stage; if a program calls for a stage of
learning prescriptions, a generalist teachef will be in charge.
It would even be possible for "vertical" roles to be assigned
according to personal aptitude or preference, regardless of
professional role, if it occurred to the group that such an
arrangement was apt for the moment. And most significantly,
salary is fixed to the fluidity of the hierarchy. No teacher
on the program team would have a completely set salary, or even
a completely set salary range. There might be a total limit to
the amount of money available for the whole program team, and
there miéht be somc amounts set aside to be distributed on the
basis of experience or degree of speciélization, and there
might be minimums below which no teacher would be allowed to
go; but nevertheless at least a portion of the pot would be
distributed in accord with the decisions of the teachers as
of® who had contributed most to the program, regardless of role.

Eﬁgg; Implicit in the "Learning Stage Model" is a very interesting
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critique of more conventional differentiated staffing programs,

and their employment of incentives. One frequently hears supporters
of differentiated staffing and other incentive éystems describe
themselves as the "wave of the future" bringing the benefits of
modern management techniques to the outmodedschools. When

teachers resist, they are acéused of clinging to antiquated

molds. Compared to the "learning stage model," however, ordinary
differentiated staffing, with its rather rigid concept of
incentives, is not as contemporary as its advocates claim.

Business and induétry is presently experiencing, at -all levels,

an increasingly widespread disillusionment with strictly
hierarchical organization, and an increasing apathy towards

the incentives of more money for more responsibility. Efforts

are under way at all levels of business and industry to give employees
and increased sense of frecedom and wholencss in their work. Whether
these efforts will meet with much success is uncertain. But at
least the business world is aware of a serious problem and is

trying to cope with it.

Meanwhile in education, theorists are only now getting around
to proposing the kinds of incentives and hierarchies that the
business world is worried about. Perhaps it should not surprise
these theorists too much that teachers are by and large not
too enchanted with institutional principles that ére finally
provoking disenchantment in the places where they have long
been implemented, By comparison to previous differential staffing

designs, the "learning stage model"” is quite a progressive

Q .
[]{U: proposal. It takes cognizance of the fact. that there is
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increasingly widespread demand for'jobs in which a person can
feel that he has a'genuine say in all that goes on around
him, and that in his dealings with his colleagues he is not
subject to the often stifling and unreal rigiditiés of preformed
organizational charts, |

The "learning stage model" makes the teacher an integral
part of a progressive learning venture, a cooperative venture
in which there is little room.for hiding or sleeping behind
organizational masks. The teacher, according to the model,' is
a partner who has a real say in decision—making, even up to
and including the decision regarding his or her own salary.
The model provides a dual incentive for the teacher: to excel
in the eyes of his peers, who will know him well and have the’
obligation of evaluating him when it comes time to "split the
pot;" and to excel in his own gyes because, working in. a learning
venture which he really perceives as valuable and progressive,
his self-esteem leaves him little other choice. Of course this
is a very idealistic formulation, and it would only be fair
to point out that such an incentive could be claimed for almost
any teachiﬂg\SCheme,-provided the teacher really believes ia iE‘

-"\:'7
But this objection fails to account for the fact that the

"learning stage model" réally dces intend to make every teacher
a part of the program's decision-making, as opposed to paying
the customary lip service to that kind of notion, &aAnd it also
falls to account for the fact that proposals for sﬁrictly |
- differentiated vertical hierarchies and fixed pay incentives

have met with little enthusiastic support on the part of teachera. .



-47-

The "learning stage model" is a progressive proposal, and
as such it stands at least a fair chancg of enlisting the
enthusiastic support of many young teachers. Moreover - and
here is a factor which is unfortunately often negiected in these
equations - it is at least possible.that the school's pupils,
who seem instinctively to prefer both the progressive and
the natural, would feel happier in a classroom where the merits
of a situation alone determined the deference of teachers one
to another, than in a classroom full of managerial masks.,

None of the foregoing is meant to deprecate the value of
any experimenté currently being conducted with differentiated
staffing. At most, it is meant to .suggest fhat some further
experimentation with programs approximating the "1earnihg stage
model" would be appropriate. But every effort to employ
differentiated staffiﬁg must be evaluated on its own me;its.

At this stage it is of far greater value to examine programs that
have been put into actual operation than to examine programs
which exist only in theory. This is especially true in light of
the fact that in differentiated staffing - as with the other
incentiye systems -~ it is of crucial importance to examine the
results of the program in light of the.goals and objectives

that were set for it, I'aliuded aﬁ the beginning of this report

to the need ©f keeping goals in mind when talking about incentives.

| Many writers on differentiated staffing have similarly emphasized

the importance'of the goal-setting process. It just doesn't
make sense to judge the efficacy of something so malleable in

actual practice as differentiated staffing by any but the staﬁddrdqf“~



set for it in a specific program. Af the same time however}
there are virtually no differentiated staffing plans that haye
been /in operation long cnough to justify any kind of confident
and fair analysis concerning the extent of their success or
failure. Therefore what follows will be a summary description

of a few of the most well-established and interesting experiments
in differentiated staffing, accompanied by whatever tentative

judgments the specific experiments thus far permit.

Temple City, California

Temple City is a medium-sized school district in the Los
Angeles metropolitan area. Of all the school districts in the
nation where differentiated staffing has been tried out, perhaps
no other district has received as much public attention.. This
is true, no doubt, becausec the Temple City project was developed
with the active participation of Dwight Allen, the accepted
pioneer of differentiated staffing. Temple City in turn became
a pioneering school aistrict.

The staffing structure in Temple City is quite similar to the
typical differentiated staffing program already described. There
arce master teachers, senior teachers, staff teachers, and associated
teachers. Their ascribed roles and salaries are quite similar to
those already outlined. The starting salary for an associate
teacher is comparable to the starting salaries for ordinary teachers
in the school districts with which Temple City is in competition..
The projected éistribution of personnel within the hierarchy for

Q .
Eﬁ&g; 1972-73 is 69 associate teachers; 85 staff teachers; twenty senior
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teachers; and four master teachers.33 Teachers already employed
by Temple City when the implermcntation of differentiated staffing
began have been given the option of staying with the single salary
schedule indefinitely, alﬁhough once they transfer they are by
and large not. permitted to transfer back, and whetlher thnere will
be much real room in Temple City for teachers electing the old
schedule if and when differentiated staffing becomes a permanent
and fully-implemented reality in the district is a difficult
guestion, s
Considerable effort has been expended in Tcmple City to
devise procedures for the selection of senior teachers and master
teachers which the rank and file of the faculty would consider
fair and appropriate. Thus, the Selection Conmittee for Senior
Teachers includes two teachers elected by their teaching staffs
within the appropriate discipline, an outside University specialist
in the discipline, the school principal, and the district's éssistant
superintendent of personnel. The Selectioﬁ Committee for Master
Teachers is roughly comparable. A c;ndidate must apply in writing
for any of these advanced positions., When everything else is
equal, preference is given to Temple City. staff; and when .everything
is equal among Temple City personnel, preference is given to
seniority. For the transitional period, a "Certified Personnel
Advisory Committee" has been authorized, an elected group of teachers
whose function is to analyze and review disputes involving
34 :

personnel.

One of the more interesting features of the Temple City plan '

"=.s the Academic Senate. Each school has one. Its members are G
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senior teachers (by subject area) and the scheool's principal,

and it is designed to be the chief decision and policy making

body in the school, supplanting the principal in many of his

functions. Decisions on the Senate are by majority vote, and

if there is ever a conflict between the Senate and the principal

which either considers important, the coniliict may be taken

to the superintendent, or if the impasse remains, to a so-called

District Senate. The Academic Senate is supposed to bring Temple

City teachers into the very heart of power in each school, and

put them in considerable control of their own professional destinies.
Lynch and Handy have said that the central goal in the Temple

City experiment is individualized instruction,35 and that may

be taken to be the case. But it's interesting to note that the

establishment of this goal was by no means the first conscious

step in the planning of differentiated staffing for Temple City.

Rather, the structure itself came first, or at least so it appears

from the way Fenwick IEnglish, former director of the program,

describes the matder36:

In truth, the Temple City Differentiated

Staffing project was born one December

afternoon in 1965 on a napkin at the

Blackwatch Steakhouse in Temple City.

There Dwight W. Allen, then Associate

Professor of Education at Stanford

University, and M. John Rand, Super-

intendent in Temple City matched ideas

on educational change...

Dr. Allen took the napkin back to Stanford

and began developing the concept with hlS

asscuelates.

And indeed it's very hard to discern exactly when. thlS goal of

[Jgég individualized instruction was set, and when objectives were ﬁﬂ'hf”fﬁ
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set to meet this goal, and whether there were other sets of
goals and objectives also opecrating. Fenwick English has
compiled a "Brief Compendium of Major Events of the Temple

City Differentiated staffing Project, 1965-1970," which is in
fact a six page list of month-to-month developments over ﬁhe
whole history of the program, and not once does it mention the
setting of any specific ¢uals or objectives.37 It is>to be
presumed from all the circumstances that an important goal

of the Temple City program was to measure the potential for
differentiated staffing as a general organizational idea, rather
apart from the spécific learning goals which it was supposed

to achieve for the Temple City district. There is nothing
inherently wrong with such a goal, but it does make judging

the efficacy of the Temple City project a little more difficult:
differentiated staffing is best loorxed at not as a general
organizational idea, but rather as it appears in specific
responses to specific educational problems.

Regardless of ambiguity as to certain ggggiglg.goals of the
Temple City project, it is clear that hand in hand with the
staffing pattern, Temple City took a number of other steps to
fulfill 'its goal of individualized instruction. These included
the introduction of team teaching, of variegated class sizes,
and of fifteen minute time modules; the tearing down of certain .
classroom walls and the physical reshaping of certain classrooms;
and the allotment, on the average at Oak Avenue Intermediate School, 

o Nf forty percent of a pupil's day to "unscheduled time."

ERIC

ETm Lynch and Handy have made some criticisms of the Temple City'
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plan in light of its supposed goal of providing individualized.
instruction. TFor that purpose, they have said, the role description
of the Senior Teacher in the Tempie City schools is simply too
diverse: "Performing as a skilied diagnostician, an expert in

a subject area, as a'learning engineer,' and a programmer of
curriculum innOVation, thch is implied by the phrase 'application
of curriculum and instructional innovation,' will simply be |
impossible if knowledge in its present state is to be'appligd

skillfully to pupils."38

On the other hand, say Lynch and Handy,
the Sstaff Teacher's role is underdefined and remains that of a
generalist: "Tying this position to 'classroom responsibilty'’
connotes a positioﬁ rather than function and calls for no more
skill than nearly all teachers now possess."39
Perhaps even more interesting than these criticisms, which
specak only to the face of the proposal, are those_of Stout

40 who conducted extensive interviews in Temple City,

and Burke,
trying to come to grips with the realities of the program there.
Stout and Burke's findings often contrast rather sharply with

the official Temple City line. Thus, Bruce Caldwell, formefly
the principal at Oak Avenue Intermediate School in Temple City,
has publicly described what a pleasure’ it was for him to be

able to send out bulletiﬁs from the Academic Senate rather than
from the principal's office; the teachers accepted such bulletinsl

41 But in their interviews with teachers

much better, he said.
Stout and Burke found that while the teachers conceded that they
“have a considerable voice :n some kinds of decisions through the

i Sanate, they nevertheless felt that they were allowed to operate
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only within quitc limited ortions allowed them by the administra-
tion. "This is manifest to them by agenda control, by a virtual
monopoly of information among administrators, and, of course,

by law."42 Even the senators themselves seemed to fecel that

"their limits of influence are well-defined at a low level.

. «..FOr example, in our limited observation of senate meetings,

perusal of minutes, and discussions with senators, we were struck
with the 9irtual absence of discussion about purpose or major
alternatives to reach those purposes. The senators were not
making important policy decisions; they were embroiled in rule-

making exercises.“43

Moreover the tecachers interviewed by

Stout and Burke were at once uneasy about their "lack" of infor-
mation concerning the school's program (their general knowledge
being "limited to vague declarations about such phrases as

'"44) and

‘decentralized decision—mgking,' and 'senior teachers
"resentful about the enofmous amount of 'stuff' which emanates
from the central office."45 Stoﬁt and Burke. explained this
paradox by saying that the teachers have very little sense of
how information in their school reaches the decision process.

They do.not think of the Academic Senates as information

processing and generating groups. The§ believe that matters of

~importance to an individual teacher are given to the principal

and that "he does something'about them." Finally, they

...see only a vague relationship between.
what they do and the nature of the program.
Consequently most of the “stuff" which is
produced by the central office is seen as
serving the needs of those who produce it
and teacher needs are ignored. They have no

vl mAanes AF FhA SaemAAY amrr AR S fAavmabkd An
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Further, they are vaguely resenitul

of the presumed encerqy and money , .

nceded to produce the documents.™

Stout and Burke uncovered anothecr source of dissatisfaction

and cynicism, one quite central to the operation of the Temple
City program. They found little agreement on the part of teachers
with the administration's claim that in the selection of senior
teachers and master teachers "maximum employee safety and

fairness"47

had been provided for. On the contrary, teachers,
when queried, suggested only two bases of selection: that the

people who traditionally "ran things“ were selected; and that some

-people were thought worthy of the "senior teacher" positions

because they needed more money. It must not be forgotten that
teacher dissatisfaction with criteria and methods of evaluation
has been the chief stumbling block for every kind of incentive
program thus far proposed.

In light of the foregoing it shouldn't be surprising that
Stéut and Bgrke found considerable amounts of both apéthy and
resistance towards the program as a whole:

There appears little impetus for change among
teachers. The program has few advocates among
respected teachers and not a few critics. Thus,
passive resistance is a legitimatc response.

The teacher perspective seems to be more one of
reluctant resignation than of eagerness or anti=-
cipation. They seem to have the attitude that
because they are powerless, as a colleague group,
to prevent its implementation, or for that matter
the implementation of any program, they will go
along., As a consequence, the older teachers '
believe that "this too shall pass" and the younger
teachers try to adopt the symbols without tha
substance. Unlike some professional colleague
groups who are arrogant in their conftfidence that
they will conscicusly and overtly control policy,
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of acceptable cooperation with a set
of conditions not of their own doing.

48

Stout and Burke have keyed their hopes for a vitalization
of the Temple City program on the scnior teachers: "Perhaps more
so than the Master Teacher, the senior teachers represent the

major possibility for reform. To the extent that they have

ability and resources they can open alternatives...Hypothetically

‘they are positioned in, the organization to do what no other person

can do: they can translate the hard gquestions of purpose and in.

so doing raise the expectations of all teachers.“49 But it is
at least possible that these "hard questions of purpose" could

have been nmore clearly articulated, more fully discussed and

- more fully answered before the actual staffing plan was designed,

and that had this been done the teachers' sense of detachment
from the decision-making process and from the program itself

would have been weaker than it turned out to be.

Williamsville, New York50

Williamsville is a suburb of Buffalo. The school district .
began experimentation with team teaching in the 1950's and a
modifiea Trump plan was adopted in 1959, Its committment to
differentiated staffing grew organically out of this experience.

The goals of individualized instruction and continuous progress

were goals of the district prior to any thought about differentla-

ting the staff, and even the district's specific objectives were .

set before the process of changing staff roles began.

" The pattern of staff differentiation in williamsville iS~quiteftj



(or "team lea'@f"), teacher, student teacher, and teacher aide -
but it should be observed that only one category - the master
teacher, or team leader, standi‘above the position of ordinary
"teacher," the position that presumably anyone with the ap-
propriate credentials in their first full year of teaching would
fill. Personnel are divided into teams,with one master teacher
("team leader") and three people from each of the other three
Categories on each team. The master teachers determine and'\
evaluate educational outcomes, and along with the principal
constitute an informal cabinet for decision-making, - There is
a good deal of'informality and flexibilify'in the Williamsville
arrangemehts. Team Leaders are selected by abcollective process
involving team members and administrators. Sometimes leaders’
simply evoive; In any case, their appointments are only for
one year, and teams have been known to dissolve impromptu or
to reorganize with somewhat different membership. - Many important
dec;sions are made by commiptees, many of them ad hoc, composed
of teachers, team leaders and administrators. Suéh committees
meet frequently\to plan the implementation of change, hudget
allocations, the development of learniqg programs, the evaluation
of studénts, and the like. A good deal of peer evaluation amongv
teachers goes on, and adﬁinistrators are also appraised. Appraisal
is ordinarily based on behavioral objectiVes developed‘by teachers,
Williamsville's differantiatgd staffing progrém is not as
G"full—fledged" as Temple Citj's. \Hierarchies are neither as

.Eﬁﬁg;arge nor as firm as those of the California system. As an

N o -
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productivity by holding out the possibility of advancement,
Williamsville's program is weaker by far than Temple City's.

Yet what has happened in Williamsville has much to recommend

it. fThere is considerable vitality in Williamsville. Staff
members ao'not unanimously praise the staffing program, but
disagreement is open and accepted. The administration has

tried to provide over-all support for the program, but there
have been no efforts to purge dissent. And most importantly,
it is the opinion of Lynch and Handy thatrconflict is not at all

51

‘lestroying the system or sapping its vitality. If one looks

- for reasons for Williamsville's success, these factors come

to mind:

1) the staffing program grew Organically out of prior
experimentation;

2) the adoption and acceptance of goals and objectives
preceded the implementation of the staffing program,
and'has determined its gradual development;

3) the vertical hierarchy is informal and flexible, and
articulated only to the extent that goals and objectives,

by general agrecement, appear to require.

Washington, D. C.

In 1970 Dr. Kenneth Clark, the well-known social scientist,

and the Metropolitan Applied Research Corporation (of New York)

delivared to +the District of Columbia Beard of Education a

. comprehensive plan for improving the Washington schools. The

[Rk(:SChOOI board accepted the Clark report, and subsequently it

>oe
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became known as the MARC Plan. The stimulus for the plan was
the below norm academic achievement df low-income and low-
status children in the District's public schools. The plan's
goal is nothing less than educational excellence for these
schools, so that the children of the District of Columbia
will be provided, through their public scﬁools, with "the
highest quality of education that is available to children

|'152

anywhere in the United States. A wide range of change

in the schools is proposed, including both administrative ‘

and curriculum reform.. For grades K throughls, there is

proposed an extremely heavy concentration on the teaching

of reading, and hand in hand with this curriculum reform

comes a recommendation for differentiated staffing. Nevertheless,
it is important to observe the way in which differentiated
staffing is put forth in the report. It is not that the objcptiVe
of intensifying the teaching of reading naturally calls for a
differentiation of staffing roles. Rather, the theory is that

the ultimate goal of educational. excellence itéelf calls for
differentiated staffing. "Without question,” states the report_,53
“iﬁ thege is a single most important factor which determines

success or failure in attempts to achieve the goal of educational

excellence...it is the cfitical role of the teacher (underlining

theirs)." Moreover, "At the heart of any serious program designed
to attain academic excellence in the public schools there must be
a realistic formula to reverse...[the] fact of low status for

teachers,"54 and "Essential to any serious program for the attain=.

ment of the highcst level of respect for the teaching professionl-A 4 
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are the following:...
--Differential staffing and carcer development
and rewards for teachers in terms of thair
training, ongoing objcctive evaluations, and
demonstrable performance, as indicated by
the academic achievement of their students."
Thus, regardless of how differentiated staffing fits specific
learning objectives, its implementation per se is of positive -
value for the public schools.
The MARC Plan embodies a highly articulated differentiated

staffing structure. First there would be the para-professionals,

and then the four commonly found positions: resident teacher

~(a teacher in his or her first three vyears, comparable approximately

to Temple City's associate teachers), staff teacher, and master
teacher; and then on top of all these positions would be the
quite rare "Distinguished Teachers." 1In comparison to certain
other plans, the salary rewards of certain.of these positions
seems pegged downward somewhat: a senior teacher is to get
approximately what an assistant principal gets, rather than
what a prinéipal gets, and a master teacher is to get approx-
imately what a principél gets, rather than what a superintendent
gets, fhe suberintendent's salary is reserved for the Distin=-
guished Teachers. More than in most differenéiated staffing
plans, certainly more than in Williamsville or even Temple

City, the different staffing designations are conceived of as

ranks rather than roles. In fact, they are even spcken of as

- "ranks" in the MARC Plan, and virtually the only criteria set

out for promotion to any of the various ranks are those based
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to increase production and effectiveness promoted by the MARC
Plan are stronger and more concrcte than those of most
differentiated staffing programs. But its strict ranking
procedures and the absence of a demonstrated need for
differentiation by role presentsteachers with more recason to
resist the implementation of the program and more opportunity
to wreck it by apathy once implementation takes place.

Therefore it should not be too surprising that the MARC .
Plan has run into fierce resistance from the Washington Teédhers

Union. A paper entitled A Desirable Real.ity (a response to

Clark's "A Possible Reality") appears to sum up the reasons for
teacher resistance. The paper takes a number of shots at

the Clark report's curriculum proposals (for instance, it
suggests that reading shouldn't be overemphasized) but it saves
its real salvos for the differentiated staffing proposals. It
poses the following "questions:"

l. How can administrators who achieved their own
positions not necessarily because of demonstrated
abilitj judge and evaluate teachers fairly?

2. Did not Passow report his observation that the
many good teachers he did find were largely
unrecognized by their administrators and
their peers?

3. Would not this plan encoufage dangerous
competition and rivalry and the currying of
faver from those who will make the judgments?...

4., Would not parents ask that their children be
placed in classes taught by "Senior" or "Master"
teachers, rather than with "resident" or "“"staff"
teachers? :

5. Would not some teachers put undue pressure on
children, or even "teach to the tests" in order
ERIC ' to qualify for a higher rank?°6




Thé rather shoddy innuendos implicit in the first "question"

and rhetorical nature of several of the others might as

well be ignored. The fact is that the union iS'forcefﬁlly

6pposed to the MARC Plan's notion of differentiated staffing.
"A.Desirable Reality" closes with the statement.that the union_
would not even discuss the implementation of the Clarkplan "because
we do not believe that this report, as it now stands, offers
lany'basis for the improvement of education in Washington, D. C.,

nd7
or anywhere, . ‘ i

The MARC Plan has made very little progress in Washingtoh.
Resistance to it remains formidable. It may be that there is a:
spbstantia¢ element of mere self—protectiveneés in the union's
stand, and it may be that the union has acted unreasonably at
times, But one may also wonder whether resistance to the
differentiated staffing éspects of the plan in particular‘wogld
have been so heartfelt and unrelenting had the Clark report
approached that issue in the manner Fhat Williamsville, New York
approached it, defining roles as specific learning objectives
required them, allowing the idea of differentiated staffing to
grow natgrally out of simpler and more universally accepted
innovationé, softening the edges of the incentives to be offered.
Even as the teachers union posed its five nasty "questions" about
the MARC Plan's differentiated staffing scheme, it asserted that
it would support a plan for horizontal differentiated staffing.
Perhaps the Clark report would have done beﬁter to start with
that more neutrql ground, and to assert only its hope that if

[ﬂiﬁ: some form of vertical staffing appeared as the natural and
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inteclligent outqrowth of horizontal differentiation, then the
vertical staffing would not be snuffed out for reasons alien

to the important educational goals involved.

Performance Contracting

Performance contracting, as the term is now used in
educational parlance, describes a plan whereby an individual
or company, acting as an independent agent, contracts with a
school district to teach students a certain well-defined
subject area, as for 1nsLance, the skills of r@adlng or
arithmetic. The contract spec1E1es how much 1mprovement is
guaranteed by the contractor, and part or all of the payment
cdue Eﬁévcontrac£6£ is predicated on the students improving
as much as the contracpor said they would. The contractor
sometimes uses personnel different from tpe regular teachers
already employed by the school district,‘but sometimes he
does not. Sometiﬁes the contractor or contractors are the
district's regular teachers themselves, and in this case the
arrangement is called "in-house" performance contracting.
Along with the relateé and sometimes conjoined scheme of  :ving
incentives directly to students and instrﬁctional personnel,
performance contracting is considered one of the most promising
new approaches to the teaching of certain basic academic skills.
‘ Martin Katzman points out that "the major ténet of perform-
ance contracting is that if school systems or contractors of
school systems were paid on the basis of how much they £aught
the educational process would be more effective, efficient,

n 38
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Morxreover,

The presumptions underlying this tenet are

that 1) the important aspects of cducational

performance can be measured reliably; 2) the

impact of school resources on learning can be

separated from non-scheool influences; and

3a) there exists a powerful educatiomnal tech-

nology that would be adopted under the proper

‘incentives, or less strongly, 3b) a powerful

technology could be developed given the

proper incentives for invention and innovaticn.
Perhaps to Mr. Katzman's list there could be added a fourth pre-
sumption, one so .learly at the very heart of his "major tenet"
that it is likely he bélieves it doesn‘t need to be made explicit:
strong, direct money incentives will move eﬁucational personnel
to maximize their teaching efforts. In no other incentive plan
considered in this paper are strong, direct money incentives
of such central importance. Performance contracting is an effort
to bring all the pressures of the business world's market place
to bear on the teaching process.

As such, performarce contracting must face several important
technical problems. The first of these is that the incentives
offered may serve as incentives not merely for high teacher
productivity but for a number of unfortunate activities as
well, activities which in fact serve to reduce teacher productiv-
ity: teaching to the test, making unreasonable demands on
gtudents (or teachers} without proper foundations, the break-
down of communications and sharing among teachers, and several
others.60

Performance contracting faces a number of problems connected

with the need to evaluate the accurately the amount of progress
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in student learning that has been achieved. Prcsehtly
standardized achievement tests are being used to measure
student performance, but many objections cah be raised to
these norm-re ferenced instruments. The most fundamental of
these cbjections is that student performance measured by
norm-referenced tests may depend,; in part, on variables
outside the control of the classrcom teacher; insofar as
variations in these out~of-classroom factors may be
considerable and irregular from class to class, it is argued '
that it would be unfair to compehsate a teacher for his or her
productivity without accounting for them.61 Another objection
to the use of standardized, norm-referenced tésts is that they
are likely to measure a different set of objectives from those
set out by the local school district. In this vein,'Jung, Lipe
and Wolf have said, "an 'x' score on a published mathematics
test may represent student performance on ten objectives, and
just two of these may be included in.the-standardized test.
Thus the single composite score yielded by the test would not
be appropriate fcr measuring the success of the mathematics

progranm ,in terms of meeting its bbjectives."62

In addition,
since standardized, norm-referenced tests are always published
on the basis of national, or at best regicnal, norms, their
formats ignore local cultural differences, and may therefore
present unfair obstacles tc¢ many groués of children. Finally,
.scores of teachers over the years have complained that results
on standardized, norm-referenced tests simply don't square with

s their personal, in-class observations of student achievement,%3
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In response to somec of these difficulties, there has bcen
considerable recent interest in the development and use of
criterion-féferenced tests, tests in which the items measured are
derived directly from a well-specified standard éf performanée..
The distinction is between tests such as these, which reflect

directly what students can gg,'and tests which reflect how

64

students compare with others. One advantage of criterion-

referenced tests is that they may considerably reduce the
problem of teachers "teaching to the test:"

Extensive tryout of items and standardization
are not required, since the test acquires its
validity primarily in terms of its relationship
to the behaviors delimited by the criteria.
Constant generation of parallel-item pool whose
members represent the entire set of objectives
for a course.could practically eliminate
efforts to "teach the test."65

However, Jung, Lipe and Wolfe have deferred to Klein in his
analysis of a serious problem with criterion-referenced tests:

To illustrate this point, let us suppose that a

new course unit in 10th grade biology led to 30%

of the students attaining all of the unit's 20

. objectives,; 50% of the strdents attaining 15
objectives, and only 20% of the students
achieving less than 10 objectives. These results
look very impressive and a school official might
» be very plecased with the effectivencss of the

program. But would he still be happy if he dis-
covered that most students could achieve 10 of
these objectives before taking the unit, or
that tne criterion of attainment was 1 out of
5 items correct per objective, or that items
used to measure an objective were not truly
representative of the range of items that might
have been employed, or that 80% of the students
at other schools (having students of comparable
ability) attained all 20 objectives using a
criterion of 4 out of 5 items correct per
objective? One expects that the school official
would make a rather different evaluative decision -
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regarding the pfogram's worth had'this.
latter information becn available to him.
Clearly, grade norms or other kinds of
normative based data would help clarify
the actual utility and significance of the
program in achieving its objectives.

One final compiication to the whole problem of evaluating
performance for the purpose of performance contracts, a compli-
cation which affects norm-referenced and criterion-referenced
tests alike, is the widespread disagreement among cognitive
learning specialists as to what constitutes a specific areca.
of learning, and the widespread disagreement among- testing
experts as to what constitutes learning achiezvement. For
criterion-referenced tests, it is not even easy to get agree-
ment on what ccnstitutes "essential" criteria for aﬂy given
activity.

Evaluation problems aside, there are two further technical
problems which may plague performance contracting. The first is
inherent in the day-to-day administration of performance contracts.
The observation of Bernard Bass has already becn mentioned,67
that in its use of incentive programs industry must be careful
£o make production goals and the degree to which they have been
attaineé fully intelligible to the workers, lest "like animals
stimulated into neurotic-behavior by e%perimental'manipulation,"
they fe. 1 that they have been punished for their inabiiity
to discriminate a corr-ect rerponse. The administration of
performance contracts in schools is apt to be quite complicated,

~especially if incentives are keyed to rather frequent evaluations

of student progress., Prompt and accurate accounting of such
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evaluations must be provided, in order to prevent teachers from
displaying disfunctional responses similar to those described

by Bass. The gecond probhlem can be expectel to occur in all
educational experimentation, but perhaps especially in performance
contracting. This is the so-called Hawthorne effect. The
Hawthorne effect is thé tendency of first resalts to show

greater "gains" or "improvements" than can be expected from
long-term implementaticn of the experimental program due to the
initial burst of energy and enthusiasm which surrounds the ‘-
experiment. The Hawthérne effect is likely to be especially
strong in perfbrmance contracting because performance contractingl
involves very clearly laid out conditions, where thg participants
know right from the beginning exactly what they are striving for
and how they will be measuread.

None of these technical problems have been lost on the
nation's teachers and their unions. Although their strongest
single objection has been to the distribution of monetary rewards
to teachers on the basis of student achievement on standardized
tests, they have been vocal in recognizing all the problems. By
and large their opposition is firm both to outside and in-house
performance contracting., In addition to voic¢ing technical ob-
jections, thev have stated philosoph%cal ones as well: thg belief
that the use of money incentives taints the learning and teéching
process, the kalief that money incentives will bring inte the

profession people who prefer meterial gain to the traditional

"educafional values, and the belief that schools are and should

: continue to be "process oriented," as opposed to "productivity
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oriented,” instituticons. Beyond both technical and philosoph-
ical objections, some teachecr spokesmen have indulged in more
than a little rhetoric on the subject. Thus, David Selden,
before the convening of tne 1970 AFT convention in Pittsburgh
(which eventually passed a resolution condemning performance
contracts), had these remarks to make:

"There are various plans to run schools with

structures diffcrent than ones we've tradition-

ally used,...Onc of these is performance con-

tracting,...an invasion of the responsibilities

of teachers,...a pseudo-free enterprise...

[involving] a lot of fly-by-night, newly created

companies formed by people who've learned -therc's

money to be made....It's not the well-cstablished

companies that are getting into this,...Most of

the methods the contracting companies are using

are ones the teaching profession discarded about

ten yoars ago,"68

But resistance to performance contracting has a rather different

import for an experiment's success or failure than resistance to
differentiated staffing. Unless a situation develops within a
school district where considecrable pressure is exerted for par-
ticipation in a performance contracting expPeriment, it can be
expected that the experiment's participants, having negotiated
their contract and having entered into it of their own free
will, will not harbor indiffereént or negativz attitudes towards
its success, So with performance contracting, it is resistance
from non-participants that is 1ikely'to be the main probhlem. One
significant manifestation of such resis’ance might be the failure

of a school district's in-house performance contracting experi-

ment to attract sufficient participants. Since performance con-

tracting is only feasible for subject areas which lend themselves
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to objective evaluation (one can hardly imagine a performance
contract issued. for the tecaching of English literature), it is

unlikely that 'in the near future any in-house performance

- contracting experiment would. call for a high p=rcentage of a

district's faculty. Nevertheless, should an experiment call for
participation by a high percentage of the members of any single
department, and should hiring outside help be unfeasible, the
problem of "too few takers" could arise.

A second manifestgtion of resistance might be protest'étrikes
from non-participan.s.’ Thére has been some strike talk from
unions when the subject of performance contracting has come up,
and of course it is a difficult matter to make predictions
about; but nevertheless one can guess that the absence of diréct
relationship between a'performance contract and teachers not
participatiﬁg in it, would make that kind of a protest strike
rather difficult to pull off. The much more likely result of
performance contracting experiments, and the result about which
there should be greatest concern, is a deflation of morale among
non~-participants, a deflation which could cause losses of
productivity in exéess of any gains achieved through the perform-
ance contract. . ‘ ..

Perhaps one construétive way of «lealing with resistance to
performance contracting would be to couple the presentation of
performance contracting with the presentation of programs designed
to propose of elicit new or improved teaching techniques, techniques

which would be helpful in the fulflllment of the c¢.atrack. Jung,

ER&C Llpe and Wolfe have made this suggestion, and have given

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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reasons for it:

There are no data of which the authors are

aware to suggest that simply paying students

or school personnel or school districts based
upon gains in composite grade equivalent

scores will result ‘in improved educational
outputs., This is certainly an empirical
question open to verification by experimenta-
tion; in general, however, it has becn suggested
that the best results of using extrinsic incen-
tives are likely to be ohtained when potential
participants have some idea about what they need
to do to improve the skills defined by s2ts of
student performance objectives. Therefore, all
proposed incentive models have included some
provision for pointing out to or eliciting from
the recipient populations techniques for better
achieving specified educational outputs. This
seems far more important to the authors, as
educators, than the determination of how monetary
incentives will he used by target populations
after they are earned.®

And Katzman's third underlying presumption about performanbe
contracting, already quoted ("there exists a powerful educational
technology that would be adopted under the proper inéentives, ér
less strongly, a powerful technology could be developed given the
proper incentives for invention and innovation."70), implies the
same kind of Suggestién. By giving teachers new techniques, the
accusation.of indolence and the command simply to work harder,
both of which some teachers may find implicit in performance
contracting proposals, wouldn't be nearly.so strong., Of course
teachers might still say, "We'll take the new techni‘ues and
forget the performance contracting.”’ But in so doing they might

at least be forced to perceive that they were begging a challenge.

Some Experiments in Performance Contracting

The Texarkana Project70

The first and most widely publicized demongtration of

1
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performancé contracting accurred in Texarkana (Arkansas District
Number Seven and the Liberty Eylau distr;ct in Texas). Late in
1968 the loéal school district in Texarkana, Arkansas applied to
the U, 8. Office of Education for funds Eo conduct a dropout
prevention program, under Title VIIIof the Flementary and
Secondary Edvcation Act. The proximaté goal of the program

was to improve student achievement in reading and mathematics

in order to reduce the likelihood of dropping out of school for
academic reasons (at the time‘the dropout rate in Texarkana was
about 15 per cent). The plan specified that the instructionai
program would be designed and operated by an outside contractor,
who would be selected after a process of competitive bidding.
Once selected, the contracfor would be‘réimbursed on the basis
of how much students achieved on the proximate goals.

The Texarkana school districts employed a "management support
group,"” the Institute for Politics and Plannirg (a non-profit
consuiting firm in Washington, D. C.) to translate the program
goals into specific objectives, to develop and circulate a "request
for proposals" (RFP), to select a contractor from among the bidders,’
to negotiate the contract, and to supervise the evaluation of
results'by an independent consultant,

Of over one hundred firms which.réceived the Texarkana
RFP, about forty were interested enough to send representatives -
to a bidder's conference at which the pé;formance contracting
demonstration was discussed. In September, 1969,-Dor$ett

i : _
¢  Education Systems of Normar, Oklahoma, was selected from among

the ten firms which eventually submiited written proposals.
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Dorsett was selected on the basis of critevia which included
scundness of instructional approach, cost, and past performance.
Dorsctt set up "Rapid Learning Centers® on the premises
of existing schools (some in mobile facilities, othars in re-

modelled classrooms) in October, 1969. Unlike traditional
classrooms, these centers were upholstered, carpeted, and air

conditioned; they became fully operational in November of 1969.

" Dorsett's instructional approach involved the use of hardware

(audio—visuai display units}) of its own design, specially

adapted programmed instructional materials, and a method called

. contingency management (instruction based on stimulus-response

theory in psychology).

The personnel for the profect included one professionai and
one para-professional for each fifteen to twenty-five students.
Dorsett hired professionals who were c?rtifiable, glthough none
of them had worked previbusly in the Texarkana public schools, 1In
addition, Dgrsett hired approximately twenty local teachers and
administrators és project consultants.

As a dropout prevention project, the Texarkana demonstration
involved approximately three hundred "potentigl dropouts" who
were idéntified by several criteria: at least two grade levels
behind in reading and mathematics, I.Q. of at least seventy-five,
and low-income status. From the eliéible pool of seventh to tenth

graders, one-third were selected from volunteers, one~third

recommended by guidanpe counselors, and one-third chosen by lot.

Fach potential dropout snent two oﬁ every seven class periods a

day at the Rapid Learning Center.
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Applying the performance contracting principle to students
and employees, Dorseltt attempted to institute an incentive system.
Students could earn material rewards (such as green stamps,
transistor radios, and a portable television) for meeting
specified performance standards. Teachers, at one time during the
prcject, were appgrently offered stock options in the Dorsett
firm. According to many of the participants in the project,
however, the Dorsett incentive system suffered from mahagement
difficulties and never feally functioned at a significant 1evel;
in spite of being singled out as one of the "revolutionary"

. aspects of the total program.

After initial glowing reports on studert progress {e.q.

"the average gain of fifty—ﬂine studenté tested after five months
of instruction was 1.4 grade levels in mathematics and 2.2 grade
levels in reading") the operation of the entire project fell
under a cloud with the revalationlthat Dorsett had been priming
certain students with items taken directly from the post-test.
According to strict evaluation standards, the contamination by
Dorsett, in effect, invalidated the results of the entire project.
At the énd of the school year, the iocal systems did not renew

- their contract with Dorsett, and anothér firm was hired to conduct

the second phase of the project. .

Performance Contracting in Portland, Oreggﬂ?z’

During the period when the first Texarkana project was

operating, another set of performance contracting demonstrations

developed by Dr. James Holmes, was beiné.conducted in the Portland,
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Oregon public schoois. These demohstrations were undertaken at
local initiative with no Federal subsidy or involvement, and
received none of the fanfare which surrounded the Texarkana
project.
The Portland school system leased equipment and materials
for a reading laboratory from the Audio-Visual Supply Co. (a
dealer for Educational Development Laboratories) on a performance
céntract basis. .One set of contractual terms specified that. thé
Audio-Visual Supply Co. would receive no fee unless the student
achicvement rates were¢ doubled. Local teachers, in turn, signed
-another performance contract with the Audio-Visual Supply Co.,
which: guaranteed a salary of $900 per summer session, in contrast
to the usual salary of $700. If students achieved below expecta-
tion, the Audio-Visual Supply Co. agreed to make ﬁb the difference
between what the teacher received from the schqol system and the
$900. If students achieved above expectation, the'Audio—Visual
Supply Co. would reap eighty per cent of the profits, the teachers
twenty per cent. Under a second set of contractual terms, a
single teacher and a group of five teachers negotiated pg}formance
contracés directly with the school syéteﬁ. Tbe salary schedule_was
such that teachers would ieceive a sal;ry slightly below regular
scale if students attained at normal .rates of progress, but a’
higher salary if students' rates of nrogress were above normal,
The actual fee was based on the formula of $10 times grade,
'IZRiCequiValcﬁt months of achievemert times a pupil weight (determined

by the "difficulty" of the student). Dr. Holmes reported thét"




‘program, above normal.

Other Efforts in Performance Contracting

" Activity in performance contracting increased enormously
during the 1970-1971 school year. Most notable among the projects
presently operating are those funded by the Office of Economic
Opportunity, the State sponsored program in Virginia, and the
1ocallylfinanced program in Gary, Indiana. In addition, thgre
are six contractor opérated programs in Michigan which have
received a good deal oﬁ encouragement and technical_support
from the State,Education Department.

The multi-million dollar experiment in performance contracting
sponsored by the Office of Economic Opportunity inVOives twenty
school districts, six private firms, and two teachers' associa-
tions;- Each of the private firms has been paired with three
school distﬁicts; the contracts in the two remaining school
districts were let to the local teachers associations. Although
the overall goal of raising réading and mathematics achievement
levels for low-income rstudents is the same throughout the project
and all of the contracting organizations are operating undex
fixed price incentive contracts, the instructional/management
approaches of the contractors vary considerably, The "management
support group"” for the C.E.O. projecé is Education furnkéy
Systems; Inc. of Washington, D. C,.

The state supported performance contfacting project in
Virginia involves one private firm (Learning Research Associates

o . . _ .
[]{U: of New Ycrk City) and eighteen schools in seven different school.

IText Provided by ERIC



districts. The program is aimed at significantly increasing
student reading achievement; students are expected to grow a
little more than one and a aalf yéars in reading ability during
the period of the program. Learning Research Associates has
accepted a fixed price incentive contract and will receive full
payment for its services if students achieve at predicated
ievels or will be penalized financially if students do not
achieve according to expectation. All teachergin the Virginia
project are employees of local school districts but have |

received intensive training in the instructional/management

. approach used by .the coutractor. As with the 0.E.0. experiment,

Education Turnkey Systems is serving as the management support

. group.

In Gary, Indiana, the perfromance contracting project is
significant because the local ébhool-sys?em has\contracted with
a private firm.to operate an entire elementafy school. Behavioral
Research Laboratories'of falo Alto, California is'the privaée
contractor for Lhis program.,

Since the instructional phase of thevprograms cited above
ﬁave jugt been completed, no results are yet available. Educa~_
tion Turnkey Systems, the "management ;upport group" which has
dominated activity in pe{formance contracﬁing more than any‘other
single group,.is presently attempting to construct an claborate
"cost/edﬁcati@n model" basecd on the experiments sponsored by

O0.E.O0. and the State of Virginia. IHopefully this model will

.present-much needed hard data on the cost-cffectiveness of
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A Propocnd Bxoowiment in Poa-fommance Controecting

) !

In January, 1971, Steven M. Jung, Doewey Lipe aad Peqgqy
S. Wolfe submitted to ﬁhe Off.ce of Bducation a paper cntitled
"Study of tue Use of Incentives in Education and the Feasi;
bility of INield Experiments in School Systems." I have already
referred to this paper sevoeral times. The main thrust of the
paper is Lo propose a comprohensive experiment aimed at answering
the following gquestion: "are identifiable ertrinsic incentives
effective in producing significant gains over and above control
conditions where extrinsic incentives are not offercd?"73 The
proposad oxperimcnﬁ seems apt for that purpo§e. )

Jung, Lipe and Wolfe identifly six basic wodels of performance
contracting arrangements, two of which involve giving incentives
to students and one of which involves giving incentives to
parents, The three remaining models, and mayhe a. fourth, involve
giving inceantives to school personnel, Of these three, one is

a competitive medel, where the schooi hoard agrees to pay bonuses

to individual teachers whose students achicve beyond some

expected levei; another is a cooperative model, where tceachers

as a group would be compensated for peanformance gains on the

part of thecir classes; and a third is a ¢roup parvticivation

e e

mcdel, where tcachers, the scheool administration, and the
community would all cooperate to identify nroblems, and where
incentives would be paid for gains demonstratively achieved
through this approach. The fourth model involves giving

incentives to para-professicnals. Jung, Lipe and Wolfe intend

A -~ 1 T . AR . b . L [ T B |
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onc locaﬁion, and hope, that in somec sites a combination of models
might be implemented, to see how models might work oui toqgether.
They believe that the strongest case for demonstration of
incentive effects will be made "if incentive models at different
sites with different subjecct pogﬁlations produce gimilar positive

results,..."74

It is expected that at all sites only positive
rewards. would be used, since nunishments are so much trickier
to deal with. It is expected that, in accordance with the |
authors' observations quoted previously in this report, all
models would include "provisions for pointing out to or elicitiag
from the recipient populations techniques for achicving spacified
educational outputs."75 Further, in accordance with, the authors'
belief that a climate of confidence must exist in support of
the notion that better education can occur, all models would
allow participating pefsonnel to draw advances against their
incentives. |

Jung, Lipe and Wolfe state in tpeir introduction th=~t recent

events have stimulated'scrious interest in the use of incentives,
as, for example, through performance contracting, to improve

' academic performance. "Central to these events is the beliaf
that the educational programs of the past decade have not
produced impressive results and have especially failed the so-called

'deprived! student."76

Thus, their provosed experiment focuses
on children who are behind their age/grade peers in academic
achievement. They propose that 1800 students be salected at each

Q . ) . ' ‘
ERJ(jSlte, half to be put into an incentive program, half to be used as

IText Provided by ERIC
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participants. A single contractor would be found to set up,

monitor, and evaluate the models ab all sites.
The authors propose three funding options for the experiment.

The first involves a combination of federal, state and local
money. The local district would handle teachers' salaries,
instructional materials, and the like; money for incentives would
come either from the district or from state-controlled federal
‘funds, granted under Title I, III, ahd maybe VIII of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; the federal
government would directly pay for the costs of the contractor

hired to set up, monitor, and evaluate the model., The authors
are probably right to consider tﬁis arrangement a little awkward.
The second option is much the same as the first, except that

the costé of setting up, monitorihg, and evaluating would come
from the states, under the ESEA acts, This would reduce funding
authorization problems, in the authbis' opinioﬁ, but would
probably fragment the experiment intQ a little group of self-
contained cnes, each with its own monitors and cvaluators. The
third dption would have the federal government pay directly for
both thé évaluating contract and the inéehtives, the latter costs
borne by ESEA Title III. This option Wwould result in better
coordination of efforts than any of the others, and woﬁld also
presumably make the experiment more attractive to cértain school -
districts, since it would mean that they wouldn't have to go
to their staﬁe education agency with proposals and thé like,

How difficult it might be to obtain school districts of the typé

EMC [ SR T TR SOt RO DU S R S . -~
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f97l,_Dal]as, Texas: Mesa, Lrizona;. Portland, Oregon; Shikellamy
School District of Sunbury, Pa.; and Wethersfield, Connecticut
had already expresscd interest. Dallas, Mesa, and Portland are
alrcady rather well-known names in the field of incentive
s5ystems,

One last note, which suqggests the good sense that permeates
much of this repcrt, deserves mention. The authors close by
suggesting that pains be taken to prevent premature publicity
from spoiling the worth of their experiment. "Overinflated claims
and misinformation"77 ﬁave all too often accompanied efforts to

test new incentive schemes. A few of the most_iﬁteresting efforts -
Williamsville, M. Y. and Portland, Oregon, for exémple - have
eschewed it, and in educational terms they have been greatly

rewarded for doing so.” Their examplesshould be followed.

[N
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VII. CONCLUSION

g

The present pattern of rewards and punishments, dominatun
bv the single salafy schedule, i.. not adequate for the natici'.
schools. It discourages many 0I the brighteétvand most ambiticus
YOung people from entering the teaching profession,; and it
enrrcourages many of the best: £eachers to leave the professicn,
either by retirement or "piomotion“ into administration. Thosc
weak incentiyes which it does provide are to incite behaviors
whose benefits for the educational process are arguablc at
best: ‘taking graduate courses which often meed not be strictly
relevant, and, for the least anbhitious, staying on in the
profession. Iﬁvis acknowledged that the schools are in some
kind of "crisis." They cannct afford, in these times wlhen
nev and far-reaching goals and objectives have to ba sefn,
3rofessional-teaching staffs of less than the best capacity
for, and devotion to, the tasks at hand.

New inc&ntives systens havq*gggq proposed as remedics, and

» .

the question of their adeqpacywarises. The answer to the
question, it seems, is that they have great gpotential. puc chiat
in the forms in which they have been proposed, that potential
is unlikely to bz realized. The incentives for teaching
excellence and High productivity are much stronger and more

Lot g

direct in these new incentives systems than they are under tha

current single salary ‘schedule: Jdifferentiated staffing ct

~

cxs

. more money and more responsibility as reward for a range of
< o
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for getitinag students to peridorm wall on solected tests.  Those
incentives are dosigned to attract an unusually bright crowd
of new pcople into tha profession, and to revitaelize some of
the older tenchers,

Insofar as the new incevtive systems are supposced to work
by inciting teachers to certain actions, the key to their
success or.failurc must he souvght in the formidable opposition
which teacnhers have alrcady mounted to the implcmontation of
these systems, qvén on an experimental basis. Teachers by fheir
resistance killed merit pay as-a viable innovation, and they
have the potonﬁial to kill other schemes as well. Strikes and
sabotage are, in the long run, their lightest weapons. Heavier
is their power to lebt the new incentives incite them to all the
wrong things - tcaching to the test, et cctera. Heavier-still
is theif'power to let low morale scep into all their professional
conductf

It would be not only cynical but wrong for advocates of

incentive systems to hope or suppose that their new plans will

bring hoardes of ambiltlous voungsters inte the profession,

_ - . B | |
and drive out the bad old opponents of their schemes. The latter
will probably leave only in the normal numbers, and the former

at any one time will remain only a firaction of the profession,

e~ -

The traditional differences of opinion betweon the generations .-
can be expected to be accentuated somewhat, but it will probably
remain true that within a fairly short stretch of time many

novices will be indoctrinated into the basic views of their
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The owpposition of Lteachers to Lhe noew incentive systems
iy ordinarily articulat2d on n technioal lovu;. They complain
about the inadoquacy of evaluative proccdurcs; and in partic-
ular, avout stunuardized fests, ‘there.are genuine problems
here, concerning both the accuracy of the kests and the
narrowness of theo notions of nroductivity that are bound
up in them, Advocates of the new.inccntive plans somatimes
get annoyed by complaints about the latter, bcéaqu teachers
have also Ffound fault with the idea of principals coming in '
to evaluate them, as happened in merit pay. Nevertheless,
both problecms ﬁust_bm dealt with. The problem of accuracy
must be dealt with not only by better standardized test
design, but by havin@ the tests used in an incentive program
measure only the achicvement of the program’s cobjectives, no
more and no Jless. The narrowness of the notions of productivity
embodied in standardized tests must be dealt with by assuring
that the incentives systens using .the standardized tests are
limited in their application to those lcarning arcas where narrow
noﬁions of productivity arc apt. In other words (a blatant

exumple) , the promotion of a teacher of fourth year English

U

literature must not depend on his/her students! answers to a
‘Wultiple.choice identifiéation téS£- If an incentive system

is to rely on standardized tests, the incentive system can only
be used in learnjpg programs where the educaticnal goals and
objectives can be measured by such tests., The goals must
determire whether or not an incentive system is us~=d, hot the

)
- F T(jothcr way around,



On tep ol Lheir tochnical cownlaints, teachors often erect
a super-structure of philosonhical resistance Lo incentivoes
programs: tcaching isn’t lLike business, it isn't product-

oriented, ct cetera.  This Leoo must be taken sceriously. Is

teaching what thesce teachers say it is, and ought it to be?
Analysis of these questions may lead to,soﬁo yes-and~no,
half-and-half answers; which arce about all that can really

be expected for philos ophl cal quostlons. \lgfghould ba possible
to find certain things in education that are not préduct—oricnted,

‘

and also zertain things that are. Thdsofthat are,.as, for
instance; the basic skills of recading and'cémputation that are
aﬁ the very heart of thc current crisi% ° 1n many schools, might
. ~
be able to use incentivass systems; whu“ed",thowo that are not
product-oriented probably could aot. 'flerrldHCG contracting
may tend naturally  to sort out thcso two tyces of learning areas
bette; than different JaLod atattlng, boqeu se performance
contractihg must rely on qundardluod tn a; which by their
nakture can only measure yvather productaorLénLod skills (however,
as mentioned akove, abuse of oldndardlzc\ Lovt"lmust be guarded
againstf. Differentiated stalfing needn't rgly on standardized
tests, and thercfore in a systemn which'allows‘itsclf to becone.
rather more rank-oriented than role-oriented -- the MARC Plan
as opposed to the Williamsville operation -- there is a danger
that Quite intdngibie qualities will be mecasured in a product-
oriented way. The Clark report used the uni&ersity analogy of
instructors, a331stanf professors, QSSOCiate professors,

El{\l,ic R e e Toev Javnrmer st S ber aivmemamemnds s amcvmled e bAanmhare T arana
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that aren't produét—orientcd, but in vi.w of the widespread
discontentment with universigy hicrarchies these days, most of
it originating inside the univefsitics, it seems unwise to give
this analogy muc.. weight.

Below both of thesec levels ¢t teacher opposition, advocates
of incentive systems sec a kind of nétherworld, a world of base,
selfish motives, which many of them suspect are the only real
reasons for tcachers' resistance. It's all but impossible
to say whether this is true, but if that's how proponents féé},
it would be well for them to give the closest possible scrutiny
to the teaéheré' "selfish" opposition. On the one hand, teachers,
like many of tbose married women of Portland, Oregonf'seemlnot to
care about the money available in incentives. On the other, they
seem to believe:that incentive schemes are tricks to avoid paying

/
them more money, Are there gooc reasons for either of these
apparent beliefs? Could there le good reasons for both? The
answer seems to be.yes.

It is not too difficult.to sem how, when measured against

the educational wvalues they cherish, teachers would find those

money incentives which might lead them to” abandon them inadequate.

That_would be nothing mdre - nor less - than professional
devotion. At the same time, teéchers of course need and want

money, and would be resentful of a plan which claimed to offer
them more of.it when in fact it didn't. Inlindustry, there may
be cases where incentive systems 6ffer more totql mon;y to all
workers, over the long}ierm, due to hiaggzﬁﬁfsaaégivity;j;nq

in some cases, advocates of incentives in education may have

—
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led teachers to expect the same, a5 when picae bonuses have been

sub cul ko lure teachers into warticipation Ln an cxsoriwoent,

put, in fact, fowv can doubt that a chief alture of incentive
schemes for administracors is an increase in producktivity

achiieved within the confineas of budgets, which, in the com.ng
years, are unlikeiy to grow at any more than a very slow, steady
pacce. Thus, all that's realiy being of fered by the new incentives
systems is the same old pot, divided slightly differently. That
no incentive plan when it is imblcmentcd actually Egﬁgggﬁ_ahypody's

salary for the moment, is a matter of sheer political expediency,

-perhaps expedited by some temporary outside funding. In the long

run, in fact, it may well be that the tecachers' pot will cxpand
more slowly than beférc, because the incentive plans are likely
to divide and weaken the teachers unions.

Advocates of incentive schemes must face up to tho_fact that
teachers know there's no "pot of gold" in incentive schemes.
They must take care ndt té present them as if therc were. "But
what then can they offer?" onc may ask: "Wasn't that the whole-
point, to hold out to tecachers the possibility of more moncy?"
| The answer is, "No, that isn't the whole point." The whole
point is that only .those who carn more by their contributions get
more. And there are other things which advocates 6f incentive
schemes can offfer. This paper has. alrcady cited cxamples of
teachers th have.foreqone money £for higher purposés,-g;g; the

portland teachers who turned over their bonuses for better reéading

materials. Any person who has had substantial contact with the

teaching profession can cite many others, known to him perscnally.
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By and laxrge, thc profession is marked by high levels of
dedication, and teachers' canacity for self-sacrifice is
considerable, if educational purposes worth sacrificing for
are presented to them. )

Here is the key to what incentive systems have to offer:
instead of saying to ecach teacher, "Here is someth%ng we will
do for you, an opportunity for you," it would be pgeferable
by far to say, "Here is something which must be done for the

profession as a whole, and for the children, and you alone can

help us." This is of course not a new approach. When Kennedy

- came out with "ask not what you can do for your country," he hit

a mood in the ﬁountry, a responsive chord. Of course this kind
of approach Qon't wbrk if it's just a trick, if sacrifice is
demanded for purposes that are unworthy of sacrifice, and are
secen to be unworthy. But this needn't be the case here. Surely
the whole profession is aware of the c;isié in education, the -
phen?mena of apathetic and demorélized schools, of children

not learning. It is not too strong medicine for teachers to be
told of the need for highly talented newcomers, nor is it too
strong medicine for them‘to be told that there is a need to
stimulate a percentage of themselves ~~But it is imperative that
teachers see the specifiq goals and objectives for which their

sacrifice is asked, and that they believe in those goals and

obiectives, and believe that their sacrifice will contfibute

bsomething towards their attainment. The "crisis in education;"
~and the way out of it mus® be brought down to the cpntextfeﬁ—'3

© the local community and of the. individual teacher. The seétiﬁq,
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of iocal qoals andebjecLives st precede che demand for
~incentive programs, and must call for them as of neceséity.

Every aspect of tcacher opposition leads to the same
conclusion.. I£-is a lesson which might have been learned from
scientific management, and yct was not ertirely. Institutional
memories can sometimes be quite short. There are still incentive
precgrams designed to "shake teachers up," which yet lack any
clear goals that the shake-up is supposed to serv . And there
are still incentive prograﬁs whose 7jyoals simply can't be servéd
by the kind of shake-up the incentive programs provide, and

_programs whose goals require teaching or evaluative techniques
that have not yet been developed suffiniently to make fhe goals
feasinle. '

One should consider'fhe "learning stage model" again. It
is a theory which admits that there is-no need for hierarchies
ovr special rewards until a specific learning situaﬁion calls fozxr
them. One should consider also the experiments in'Williamsville
and Portland, where incentive programs developed organically-
6ut of c¢fforts to deal with spécific learning proolems. - There
are lessbns in these wodels. Differentiated staffing programs
should differentiate personnel only oué_of neéd; pe;formanée
contracting programs should make sure that specially designed.
techniques are available for teachers attempting to meet specially
designed contract objectives. |

Few would doubt that the greatést incentive for teachers to |
excel is, as it is for most people, the sense that they are‘embaiked:,g-

EMC OV T T SN T SRS SIS U S TSR A e e et em e e Al RLE A
- JArunr Provide ic N < .




I © 8o

sense -divides good teachers from the mediocre. Those who
advocite the implementation of iuccntivé programs probably
wouldn't disagree with this, Raﬁher, they might simpl§‘point
out that inducing such a sense of venture is very tribky b;siness.
They might suggest that the cbvidus way to start would be to
think of specific ways to impro?e the educational proc :ss, like
differentiated staffing and performanca contracting, and hope
that the improvements elicit the appropriate strong commitméht.
The flaw in this suggestion comes in the very nature of differ-
entiated staffing and performance céntrécting: they act.gg
- the teacher, rather than directly with the teacher. Therefore
they bear a considerable capacity for alicnating the teacher from -
anv sensc of venture that might be present, rather than bringing
him or her into it. This alienation must not be allowed to
happen, because diffg;éﬁﬁiated staffing and performance contracting
are too promising. It will not happen if teachers see that the
érograms are truly and wiscly tied to_manifestly important goalé
-and objectives, / |

Diﬁferentiatéd'staffing and performance contracting really
could provide a new spirit of bold and important venture in older
teachers, and ‘help preserve such a spirit in the young. When
that spirit exists,. it is conveyed directly to the students, - And
learning becomes a more natural thing. .

* * * * *

‘There are a few last considerations that merit reiteration.

LTV T

s
i

First, advocates of incentives programs could in some cases show- . .
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programs' subjacts. Such respect involves, on the one hand,
rooting out all remnants of the attitude that teachers' opinions
are ﬁerely obstacles to be overcome; and, on thé other hand,
deleting from the writings on the subject much of that mystifying
language of "science" which all but defies the average teacher-
to'figu}e out what's being said. Second, implementers of
experimental programs . should eschew publicity at all costs,

since publicity is bound to complicate the delicate in—schddli
political maneuveringslwhich implementation seems almost boun&.'
to necessitate. Tﬁird, all personnel iﬁvolved in an incentive

_ program experiment should take great care not to fool themselﬁes
aboﬁt any aspect of theif prngram, They must not fool themselves ,
into believing that no teachers will feel punished by failing

to be rewarled. They must not fool themselves into believing
that institutional forms such as Temple City's Academic Senate
will nécéssarily.perform in reality as it was designed to on
paper., They must not fool themselves into believing that first

results can prove an experiment's success.
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